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PREFACE. 


In  submitting  this  volume  of  reports  to  the  profession,  a 
word  of  explanation  in  regard  to  the  organization  of  the 
Courts,  in  which  the  cases  were  decided,  is  deemed  proper. 
The  District  Court,  in  Oregon,  was  organized  in  September 
1,  1859,  under  the  Act  of  March  3,  of  that  year,  (11  Stat. 
437),  and  had  Circuit  Court  powers  and  jurisdiction  until 
the  creation  of  a  separate  Circuit  Court  for  the  district,  by 
Act  of  March  3,  1863,  (12  Stat.  794).  The  cases  entitled 
in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  California,  were  de- 
cided while  I  held  that  Court  during  portions  Of  the  years 
1867-8-9,  in  pursuance  of  the  designation  of  Justices  Chase 
and  Field  of  the  Supreme  Court. 

MATTHEW  P.  DEADT. 

Portland  on  Wallamet,  January,  1872. 


ERRATA 


On  page  4,  line  17,  for  "therefrom"  read  "therefore." 
page  32,  line  8,  for  "new"  read  "mere." 
page  100,  foot  note,  for  "  58  "  read  "  72." 
page  104,  title  of  Court,  for  "District "  read  "  Circuit.; 
page  145,  line  15,  for  "donor"  read  "donee." 
page  150,  foot  note,  for  "  39  "  read  "  14. " 
page  163;  foot  note,  for  "  39  "  read  "1." 
page  166,  line  35,  for  "facilitate"  read  "facilitating." 
page  173,  line  10,  for  "  nro  ' '  read  "  nor." 
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CASES  DECIDED 

IN  THE 

CIRCUIT  AND  DISTRET  COURTS 

OF  THE 

UNITED  STATES. 


DISTRICTS    OF    OREGON    AND    CALIFORNIA. 


In  the  District  Coubt  of  the  Disteict  of  Oeegon, 
JANUAKY  8,  1861. 

J.  P.  O.  LOWNSDALE  v.  THE  CITY  OP  POETLAND, 
GEOEGE  G.  EOBBINS,  JACOB  DAVIDSON,  A,  D. 
SHELBY,  JACOB  STITZEL,  WILLIAM  S.  HIGGINS, 
J.  C.  AINSWORTH,  M.  M.  LUCAS,  E.  D.  SHATTUCK, 
ABSALOM  B.  HALLECK,  OEVILLE  EISLEY,  AND 
JAMES  H.  LAPPEUS. 

A  decree  in  a  suit  between  P,,a  lot-holder  in  the  town  of  Portland,  and  L.,  C. 
and  C,  settlers  upon  the  Portland  land  claim,  declaring  a  certain  strip  of 
land  to  have  been  dedicated  to  the  public,  cannot  be  pleaded  as  an  estop- 
pel in  a  suit  by  the  grantee  of  L.  against  the  town  of  Portland,  concern- 
ing a  portion  of  the  same  premises — the  municipal  corporation  and  P.  are 
not  privies. 

The  decree  pronounced  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  late  Territory  of  Oregon, 
at  the  term  of  June,  1854,  in  the  suit  of  Parrish  v.  Lownsdale,  Coffin 
and  Chapman  is  void,  because  neither  party  to  the  suit  had  any  interest 
in  the  land  in  controversy  by  which  the  Court  could  obtain  jurisdiction  to 
make  the  same. 

The  decree  in  the  Parrish  suit  was  not  a  decree  in  rem,  but  in  personam,,  and 
the  manner  of  pleading  it  cannot  change  its  character  in  this  respect. 

The  Act  of  Congress  of  August  14,  1848,  (9  Stat.  323),  organizing  the  Terri- 
tory of  Oregon  did  not  extend  the  Act  of  May  23,  1844,  (5  Stat.  657),  com- 
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monly  called  the  Town  Site  Law,  over  the  Territory;  but  the  first  Act  of 
Congress  affecting  the  title  or  disposition  of  lands  in  Oregon  was  that  of 
September  27,  1850  (9  Stat.  497),  commonly  called  the  Donation  Act. 

Under  Section  14,  Act  of  August  14,  1848  (9  Stat.  329),  which  provides  that 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  should  be  in  force  in  the  Territory  of  Oregon, 
"so  far  as  the  same,  or  any  portion,  may  be  applicable,"  the  power  is  de- 
volved upon  the  Court,  when  the  question  arises,  to  determine  what  laws 
are  "  applicable"  and  what  are  not;  and  in  determining  this  question,  the 
Court  is  not  bound  by  any  construction  which  the  administrative  depart- 
ment of  the  Government  may  have  given  -to  such  provision,  in  the  dis- 
charge of  its  duties. 

A  settler  on  the  public  lands  in  Oregon — prior  to  September  27,  1850 — held 
the  mere  possession  thereof,  under  what  was  known  as  the  "Land  Law"  of 
the  "Provisional  Govemment.of  Oregon;"  the  interest  of  such  setHer  in 
the  land  ceased  with  his  occupation,  and  when  he  abandoned  or  trans- 
ferred the  possession  to  another,  that  other  took  it  as  though  it  had  never 
been  occupied;  nor  could  the  first  settler,  by  any  act  of  his,  charge  such 
lands,  in  the  possession  of  the  second  one,  vfith  any  easement  or  incum- 
brance whatever. 

A  dedication  to  public  uses,  by  a  release,  upon  condition  that  a  pending  suit 
concerning  the  premises  shall  be  dismissed,  does  not  take  effect  in  case 
said  suit  is  not  dismissed. 

A  dedication  to  public  uses  by  a  release,  without  covenants,  by  a  person  who 
is  a  mere  occupant  of  ithe  public  land,  without  other  estate  or  interest 
therein  than  the  bare  possession,  does  not  bind  an  after-acquired  estate  in 
the  same  premises. 

Where  an  answer  to  a  feill  in  equity  is  excepted  to  for  impertinence,  if  ithe 
matter  excepted  to  be  in  response  to  the  bill,  the  exception  will  not  be 
allowed,  though  the  matter  be  impertinent 

Deady,  J.  This  is  a  suit  in  equity  to  quiet  title.  The  Ibill 
alleges  that  the  complainant  is  a  citizen  of  Indiana,  and  seized 
in  fee  of  lots  numbered  1,  2  and  3,  in  block  74,  in  the  town 
of  Portland,  and  has  been  so  seized  and  occupied  the  same 
since  January  1, 1853 ;  and  that  about  July  1,  1860,  he  cam- 
menced  to  improve  said  lots  by  the  erection  .of  wharves 
thereon,  and  that  he  continued  to  make  said  improvements 
without  let  or  hindrance  from  the  defendants  until  .about 
the  time  of  filing  the  bill  herein — November  9,  1860 — when 
the  defendants  threatened  to  destroy  and  remove  the  samo, 
and  did  proceed  to  put  said  threats  into  execution,  by 
arresting  his  agents  and  workmen  while  engaged  in  erecting 
said  improvements;  and  that  the  defendants  have  no  right, 
title,  or  interest  in  or  to  the  premisesi,  and  that  the  proceed- 
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ings  of  the  defendants  impair  the  value  of  the  premises, 
and  are  to  the  irreparable  injury  of  the  complainant. 

Afterwards  complainant  filed  an  amended  bill,  upon  which 
a  proTisional  injunction  was  allowed  until  the  further  order 
of  the  Court,  enjoining  the  defendants  as  prayed  for  in  the 
bill.  To  this  amended  bill  the  defendants  filed  an  amended 
answer,  to  portions  of  which  complainant  filed  eight  excep- 
tions for  impertinence. 

In  considering  these  exceptions,  this  answer  must  be 
treated  as  a  whole.  Much  of  the  matter  to  which  the  ex- 
ceptions go  might  have  been  pleaded  as  pleas,  but  the  de- 
fendants under  the  option  given  them  by  the  equity  rule  39, 
have  pleaded  them  by  way  of  answer.  An  answer  in  equity 
being  necessarily  a  unit — a  whole — the  attempt  to  plead 
certain  parts  of  it  separately,  by  calling  them  "counts  in 
equity,"  does  not  change  its  character  in  this  respect.  In- 
deed, such  a  thing  as  "a  count"  is  not  known  to  equity 
pleadings.  The  phrase  belongs  to  the  common  law,  and 
even  then  applies  only  to  the  pleadings  of  the  plaintiff. 
Wherever,  then,  matters  alleged  in  one  of  the  "  counts"  in 
the  answer,  is  contradicted  by  the  allegations  in  another 
"  count"  or  portion  of  the  answer,  for  the  purpose  of  these 
exceptions  such  allegation  is  considered  as  untrue. 

The  answer  denies  the  service,  possession  and  occupation 
of  the  complainant,  and  then  "  for  further  plea  and  an- 
swer," by  way  of  what  is  called  in  said  answer  a  "  count  in 
equity,"  pleads  a  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  late 
Territory  of  Oregon,  pronounced  at  the  term  of  June,  1854, 
of  said  Court  in  a  suit  in  equity,  wherein  J.  L.  Parrish  was 
complainant  and  Daniel  H.  Lownsdale,  Stephen  Coffin  and 
W.  W.  Chapman  were  defendants.  The  said  "  count"  re- 
cites from  the  pleadings  in  said  suit,  that  in  1850  said  Par- 
rish, having  before  that  time  purchased  a  block  of  lots 
fronting  on  Water  street,  in  said  town  of  Portland,  filed  a 
bill  in  chancery,  praying  an  injunction  against  said  defend- 
ants, because  said  defendants  were  about  erecting  buildings 
on  the  strip  of  land  adjoining  the  Wallamet  river,  in  front 
of  said  block,  to  the  irreparable    injury  of  said  Parrish. 
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That  Pettigrove  and  Lovejoy,  the  former  claimants  of  the 
town  site,  had,  in  laying  out  said  town,  dedicated  said 
strip  of  land  to  public  use  as  a  levee.  That  the  defendants 
L.,  C.  and  C,  answered  said  bill,  denying  said  dedication, 
and  that  upon  the  hearing,  the  Court  aforesaid,  found  and 
decreed,  that  the  strip  of  land  was  so  dedicated,  and  that 
the  same  was  a  part  of  Water  street,  and  perpetually  en- 
joined the  defendants  from  erecting  obstructions  on  the 
same.  The  said  "  count"  further  alleges  that  the  town  of 
Portland  had  notice  of  said  suit — that  it  was  a  party  in  in- 
terest, and  employed  one  McCabe  to  appear  for  it  in  Court; 
and  that  the  complainant  has  no  other  title  or  interest  in 
the  premises  than  what  he  has  derived  from  D.  H.  L., 
aforesaid,  by  conveyance  long  after  the  commencement  of 
said  suit;  and  that  the  premises  in  question  are  a  part  of 
said  levee  of  Water  street,  declared  by  said  decree  to  have 
been  dedicated  to  public  use,  and  that  therefrom  the  com- 
plainant is  estopped  to  claim  the  contrary. 

This  ' '  count "  or  portion  of  the  answer  is  excepted  to  as 
impertinent,  because  it  appears  that  the  decr^ee  therein 
pleaded  was  pronounced  between  different  parties ;  and  if 
this  were  otherwise,  because  it  appears  such  decree  is  void, 
the  Court  that  gave  it  not  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject 
matter,  because,  at  the  commencement  of  said  suit,  no  law 
had  been  passed  by  Congress  whereby  anybody  could  acquire 
any  title  to  or  interest  in  lands  in  Oregon. 

On  the  contrary,  the  defendants  insist  that  the  decree  is 
a  valid  subsisting  decree — that  the  present  defendants  are 
privies  of  Parrish,  and  that  therefore  the  decree  is  a  bar  to 
the  relief  sought  by  the  complainant.  The  rule  of  law 
claimed  by  defendants  is  admitted.  When  a  Court  of  com- 
peteiit  jurisdiction  has  determined  a  controversy  or  question, 
the  parties  thereto,  their  privies  in  blood,  law  and  estate, 
are  bound  by  it,  and  estopped  from  asserting  in  any  Court 
the  contrary.  But  -the  estoppel  must  be  mutual  and  bind 
both  parties — the  party  who  relies  upon  it  as  well  as  the 
party  against  whom  it  is  alleged.  It  is  admitted,  that  as  to 
the  premises  in  controversy,  the  complainant  is  a  privy  in 
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estate  witli  D.  H.  L.,  but  denied  tliat  tlie  defendants  are 
privies  in  estate  with  Parrish. 

If  the  parties  are  privies  at  all,  they  are  privies  in  estate. 
In  support  of  the  proposition  that  the  defendants  were  par- 
ties to  the  Parrish  suit,  effect  is  sought  to  be  given  to  the 
allegation  in  this  "  count,"  that  the  defendants  were  parties 
in  interest  therein,  and  employed  counsel  to  appear  for 
them.  If,  by  the  -phrase party  hi  interest,  it  is  meant  to  assert 
that  the  town  was  a  party  to  the  Parrish  suit  in  the  usual 
and  legal  sense,  by  being  a  party  on  the  record,  then  the 
allegation  is  shown  to  be  untrue,  because  it  appears  from 
the  answer  itself  that  Parrish  was  the  sole  complainant  on 
the  record.  But  if  the  words  are  used  in  the  sense  that  the 
town  had  an  interest  in  the  question  involved  in  it,  by  reason 
of  having  a  like  claim  to  an  easement  in  this  or  other  prop- 
erty similarly  situated,  then  they  signify  nothing,  because 
to  be  interested  in  the  question  determined  by  a  suit,  in  no 
way  makes  the  town  a  party  to  it.  If,  in  a  suit  between  A 
and  B,  the  question  is,  whether  a  conveyance  of  Black  acre 
by  a  deed  not  duly  acknowledged  passed  the  estate  to  the 
vender,  and  there  should  be  a  hundred  other  persons  having 
conveyances  to  land  in  the  same  State,  similarly  executed, 
they  would  all  have  an  interest  in  the  question  involved  in 
the  suit  between  A  and  B,  because  the  law  as  determined  in 
that  case  would  be  the  rule  for  like  cases,  but  still  they  are 
not  parties  to  the  suit,  or  in  any  way  estopped  by  the  deter- 
mination of  it. 

As  to  the  employment  of  counsel  by  the  town,  the  record, 
as  set  up  in  the  answer,  shows  that  the  counsel  spoken  of 
appeared  for  Parrish,  and  not  for  the  town.  I  suppose  the 
fact  is  that  the  town,  after  its  incorporation,  thinking,  so  to 
speak,  that  it  had  an  interest  in  the  question,  or  heing  so 
advised  hy  counsel,  contributed  something  to  stimulate  his 
efforts  as  the  solicitor  of  Parrish.  The  case  is  the  same  as 
if  the  hundred  persons  in  the  instance  supposed  had  con- 
tributed money  to  employ  counsel  to  argue  B's  side  of  the 
controversy  between  him  and  A,  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
curing a   determination  thereof,   which,   as  a  precedent, 
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would  be  favorable  to  themselves.  This  would  not  make 
them  parties  to  the  suit. 

But  there  is  a  fact  stated  in  the  answer  which  makes 
it  legally  impossible  that  the  town  could  have  been  a 
party  to  the  Parrish  suit;  and  that  is — the  town  was  not  in- 
corporated until  1851 — after  the  commencement  of  such 
suit.  A  party  to  a  suit  must  be  either  a  natural  person  or 
persons  or  a  legal  entity,  as  a  corporation  created  by  or  in 
pursuance  of  law.  The  town  of  Portland  had  no  legal  ex- 
istence before  its  incorporation.  How,  then,  could  it  be  a 
party  to  a  suit  before  that  time  ?  As  well  might  an  unborn 
child  be  called  a  party  to  a  suit.  At  the  commencement  of 
the  Parrish  suit,  there  may  have  been  people  living  in  the 
place  called  Portland,  and  in  the  common  parlance  of  spec- 
ulators in  lots,  the  plaae  may  have  been  called  a  cUy;  but 
none  of  these  persons  except  Parrish  were  parties  to  his 
suit,  and  the  municipal  corporation  since  created  and  styled 
"  the  city  of  Portland,"  which  now  represents  the  inhabit- 
ants of  the  place,  as  defendant  to  this  suit,  did  not  then 
exist. 

Neither  is  there  any  privity  in  estate  between  the  de- 
fendants and  Parrish.  They  do  not  claim  through  or  under 
him.  The  suit  of  Parrish  was  brought  upon  the  ground  of 
a  private  right  in  him  to  have  the  levee  left  open  so  the 
public  could  have  free  access  to  his,  Parrish's,  premises;  and 
that  if  the  defendants,  L.,  C.  and  C,  were  allowed  to  ob- 
struct the  levee  in  front  of  his  premises,  and  thus  prevent 
the  public  from  reaching  his  place  of  business,  it  would  de- 
preciate the  value  of  his  property  and  thus  do  him  a  private 
injury.  To  my  mind  it  is  as  plain  as  that  two  and  two 
make  four,  that  the  town  of  Portland  was  not  a  party  to  the 
Parrish  suit,  nor  in  any  way  a  privy  in  estate  with  him. 
The  town  would  not  be  estopped  by  this  decree,  and  as  es- 
toppels must  be  mutual,  neither  can  the  complainant  be. 

As  to  the  second  point  made  by  the  complainant  in  sup- 
port of  this  exception,  I  do  not  think  that  that  I  can  take 
judicial  notice  that  the  case  of  Parrish  v.  Lownsdale  et  al.  (21 
How.  290),  is  the  same  as  the  one  pleaded  in  the  answer. 
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But,  of  course,  the  principle  laid  down  in  that  case  is  ap- 
plicable to  like  cases  and  of  binding  authority  in  this  Court. 
The  Supreme  Court,  in  that  case,  dismissed  the  appeal, 
because  the  subject  of  the  controversy  as  to  the  parties  to  the 
suit  had  no  value.  Why  had  it  no  value  ?  Because,  in  the 
language  of  the  Court,  "neither  party  had  any  title  or  in- 
terest in  the  land  whatever."  They  had  no  interest  in  the 
land  because,  says  ihe  same  authority,  "Congress  passed  no 
law  in  anywise  affecting  title  to  lands  in  Oregon  Territory 
till  September  27,  1850,"  and  before  that  time  this  suit  was 
commenced. 

Under  this  state  of  facts  and  law  had  the  Territorial  Court 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  ?  To  answer  this  question, 
it  would  seem  to  be  enough  to  ask  what  was  the  subject 
matter  of  the  suit  ?  It  was  the  alleged  interest  of  the 
parties  in  this  land;  but  as  neither  had  any  interest  in  it, 
there  was  nothing  upon  which  the  Court  had  the  power  to 
adjudicate.  From  these  premises  it  necessarily  follows, 
that  the  decree  of  the  Territorial  Court  in  the  Parrish  suit  is 
void,  and  neither  binds  nor  affects  anybody.  The  first  ex- 
ception must  be  allowed. 

The  second  exception  is  taken  to  that  part  of  the  answer, 
pleaded  as  a  second  "count  in  equity."  In  it  the  Parrish 
suit  and  decree  is  again  set  up  in  bar  of  this  suit,  without 
the  allegations  relative  to  the  town  being  a  party  in  interest 
and  having  employed  counsel. 

It  is  difficult  to  understand  the  object  of  pleading  the 
same  decree  twice  in  the  same  answer;  but  I  believe  the 
learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  insists,  that  this  decree, 
as  pleaded  in  this  so-called  "count  in  equity,"  has  become, 
in  some  occult  way,  an  adjudication  in  rem,  and  binds  all 
the  world.  If  such  is  the  effect  of  this  decree  by  simply 
pleading  it  twice,  it  would  be  a  curious  question  in  legal 
alchemy  what  might  be  the  result  of  pleading  it  twice.  A 
judgment  in  rem  is  given  in  a  proceeding  in  courts  of  admi- 
ralty and  the  Court  of  Exchequer;  the  suit  is  against  the 
thing  and  therefore  called  in  rem,  as  a  ship  claimed  as  prize 
or  liable  for  seamen's  wages  or  goods  forfeited  for  being 
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imported  contrary  to  the  revenue  laws,  and  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  is  given  directly  against  the  thing,  and  determines 
the  status,  and  all  questions  of  ownership  or  property  de- 
pendent thereon,  from  thenceforth.  From  the  necessity  of 
the  case — for  the  convenience  of  commerce,  to  this  judg- 
inent  all  the  world  are  said  to  be  parties,  and  therefore 
bound  by  it.  During  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  any  one 
may  come  into  Court,  prefer  a  claim  to  the  thing  or  an 
interest  in  it,  and  be  heard  and  control  the  proceedings; 
and  if  any  one  having  such  a  claim  or  interest  omits  to  do 
so,  he  is  properly  deemed  to  acquiesce  in  what  takes 
place.  But  in  a  criminal  proceeding,  at  the  suit  of  the  King 
in  the  Exchequer,  against  a  person  for  an  unlawful  impor- 
tation of  goods,  although  the  question  of  unlawful  impor- 
tation is  passed  upon,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  is  not  in 
rem  but  in  personam  against  the  wrong-doer,  and  does  not 
determine  the  ownership  of  the  goods. 

In  no  sense  was  this  a  decree  in  rem,  it  was  pronounced 
in  a  suit  in  personam  against  the  personal  defendants,  L., 
C.  and  C.  This  "count"  is  nothing  but  the  first  "count"  re- 
peated with  the  omissions  mentioned.  The  exception  to  it 
is  allowed. 

The  third  exception  includes  so  much  of  the  answer  as  is 
called  therein  the  fourth  "count  in  equity."  Substantially 
it  alleges,  that  in  1845,  a  number  of  persons  occupied  the 
present  site  of  Portland,  and  laid  out  a  town  thereon  for  the 
purposes  of  trade  and  commerce;  and  that  said  persons  and 
others,  the  inhabitants  of  Portland,  have  always  used  said 
levee  as  a  public  easement,  except  certain  portions  of  the 
same  wrongfully  occupied  by  private  persons.  That  the 
Territory  of  Oregon  was  organized  by  Act  of  Congress  of 
August  14,  1848,  by  virtue  of  which  Act,  the  Act  of  Con- 
gress of  May  23, 1844,  commonly  called  the  Town  Site  Law, 
was  extended  over  Oregon.  That  on  January  23,  1851,  the 
town  of  Portland  was  incorporated,  and  that  in  1852,  the 
United  States  surveys  were  extended  over  the  place.  That  in 
1858  the  town  of  Portland,  entered  at  the  proper  land  office, 
the  present  site  of  Portland,  under  the  Town  Site  Law  of  1844; 
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and  that  in  1860,  the  town  received  a  patent  therefor  from 
the  United  States  for  the  purposes  provided  in  the  Act  of 
1844.  That  complainant  derives  title  to  the  premises  from 
D.  H.  L.,  and  that  the  title  of  the  latter  is  founded  upon  his 
entry  of  March  11,  1852  under  the  Donation  Act  of  Sep- 
tember 27,  1850;  but  that  said  land  was  not  subject  to  be 
taken  as  a  donation  under  the  Act  of  1850.  That  said  T>. 
H.  L.  acquired  no  title  by  said  entry,  but  that  said  land 
was  vested  in  the  occupants  thereof  under  the  Act  of  1844, 
and  that  the  premises  in  controversy  are  within  said  entry 
by  the  town. 

Counsel  for  the  complainant  insists  that  the  matters  above 
stated  are  no  bar  to  the  relief  sought,  because  the  Act  of 
1844  was  not  in  force  in  Oregon  at  the  time  of  the  donation 
entry  of  D.  H.  L.,  and  if  it  was  in  force,  the  town  is  seized 
only  as  trustee  "for  the  benefit  of  the  occupants  thereof  ac- 
cording to  their  respective  interests,"  and  that  the  com- 
plainant is  the  occupant  of  the  lots  in  question,  and  that  his 
interest  under  the  Town  Site  Law  includes  the  estate  in  said 
lots,  except  the  naked  legal  title  held  by  the  city  as  trustee 
for  his  benefit. 

For  the  defendant  it  is  contended  that  by  the  provision 
of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1848,  which  "declared  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  extended  over"  and  "in  force  in  said  ter- 
ritory, so  far  as  the  same  or  any  provision  thereof, 
may  be  applicable,"  that  the  Act  of  1844  was  extended 
to  Oregon,  and  the  decision  of  the  general  land  office 
and  the  issuance  of  this  patent,  are  relied  on  as  au- 
thority for  such  construction  of  the  Act  of  1848.  That  an 
occupant,  under  the  Town  Site  Act  of  1844,  in  his  right  of 
selection  as  to  the  particular  place  he  will  occupy,  is  sub- 
ordinate to,  and  must  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the  com- 
munity constituted  of  the  occupants  of  the  town;  and  that 
such  portions  of  the  town  site  as  this  community  may  desig- 
nate as  streets  or  public  grounds  /or  thai  reason  become  so, 
and  are  not  open  or  subject  to  individual  appropriation  and 
occupation. 
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The  limit  of  individual  right  of  occupation  under  the 
Town  Site  Act  is  difficult  to  determine.  The  difficulty  lies 
principally  in  the  meagreness  and  inadequacy  of  the  Act  to 
the  regulation  of  the  subject.  When  a  number  of  persons, 
coming  together  fortuitously,  settle  down  upon  a  tract  of 
public  land  and  gradually  build  up  a  town,  it  is  difficult  to 
find  any  authority  in  the  Act  .of  184:4  by  which  any  number 
of  said  occupants  can  constrain  any  less  number  to  occupy 
more  or  less  of  said  land,  or  in  this  or  that  place.  I  sup- 
pose the  Act  was  originally  passed  as  a  special  and  tem- 
porary measure,  to  meet  the  case  of  some  town  already 
built  up  on  the  public  lands,  and  it  adopted  the  state  of 
things  as  to  the  division  into  streets  and  lots  then  existing 
there.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  pass  upon  this  question, 
because  the  answer  denies  the  seizin  and  occupation  of  the 
complainant,  and  for  the  purposes  of  this  exception  that 
denial  must  be  taken  as  true.  Assuming,  then,  that  the 
complainant  is  not  an  occupant  of  the  premises,  if  the 
Town  Site  Act  was  in  force  in  Oregon,  by  virtue  of  the 
provision  of  the  Act  of  August  14,  1848,  then  the  complain- 
ant would  be  without  right  or  interest  in  the  premises,  and 
therefore  not  entitled  to  the  relief  sought. 

This  leads  to  the  consideration  of  the  question  whether 
the  Town  Site  Act  was  in  force  in  Oregon  prior  to  the  time 
it  was  specially  extended  here  by  Act  of  July  17,  1854.  Its 
operation  since  that  time  could  not,  I  conceive,  affect  the 
rights  of  the  parties  to  this  suit,  because  it  appears  that 
D.  H.  L.  entered  the  land  in  question  under  the  Dpnation 
Act  of  1850,  as  early  as  March  11,  1852.  The  question 
must,  therefore,  be  determined  in  accordance  with  the  law 
in  force  at  and  before  the  time  of  that  entry. 

When  Congress,  in  organizing  the  Territory  of  Oregon, 
by  the  Act  of  1848,  declared  that  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  should  be  in  force  in  said  Territory,  "  so  far  as  the 
same,  or  any  provision  thereof  maybe  applicable,"  it  did 
not  mean  that  any  particular  one  of  such  laws  should  be  in 
force  here,  but  only  such  as  should  be  determined  "  to  be 
applicable."   Under  this  state  of  things,  so  far  as  the  rights 
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of  person  and  property  are  concerned,  authority  is  neces- 
sarily given  to  the  Courts,  and  it  becomes  their  duty,  when- 
ever the  question  conies  before  them,  to  decide  what  laws 
were  applicable  and  what  not;  and,  consequently,  what 
were  in  force  and  what  not.  Doiibtless  the  administrative 
department  of  the  Government — the  general  land  of&ce,  for 
instance — charged  with  the  authority  and  duty  of  disposing 
of  the  public  lands  in  this  territory,  may  be  called  upon  to 
decide  the  same  question.  But  I  respectfully  submit  that 
such  decision  does  not  conclude  the  Courts  in  a  proper 
case,  where  the  parties  are  before  the  Court  claiming 
under  conflicting  or  any  laws  of  the  United  States,  from 
deciding  what  laws  were  applicable  to  the  territory  at  a 
particular  time,  and  consequently  in  force,  and  what  were 
not,  independently  of  said  decision,  or  even  adversely  to  it. 

It  is  well  known  that  at  the  time  of  the  organization  of 
the  Territory  of  Oregon,  by  the  Act  of  1848,  an  anomalous 
state  of  things  existed  here.  The  country  was  extensively 
settled,  and  the  people  were  living  under  an  independent 
provisional  government  established  by  themselves.  They 
were  an  autonomous  community,  in  the  full  sense  of  the 
term,  engaged  in  agriculture,  trade,  commerce,  and  the 
mechanical  arts;  they  had  built  towns,  opened  and  improved 
farms,  established  churches  and  schools,  laid  out  highways, 
passed  revenue  laws,  levied  and  collected  taxes,  made  war 
and  concluded  peace  by  their  own  authority.  From  the 
necessity  of  their  condition,  and  as  the  corner-stone  of  their 
government  and  social  fabric,  they  had  established'a  "Land 
Law,"  regulating  the  possession  and  occupation  of  the  soil 
among  themselves. 

That  all  this  was  known  to  Congress,  at  the  time  of  the 
organization  of  the  territory,  would  be  highly  probable  from 
its  historic  importance,  and  is  certain  to  have  been  so  from 
the  language  of  sections  14  and  17  of  the  Act  of  1848. 

The  leading  feature  of  the  Land  Law  of  the  Provisional 
Government,  was  that  which  provided  that  every  male  inhabi- 
tant of  the  country,  over  a  certain  age,  might  occupy  and 
possess  640  acres  of  land.     The  uses  that  the  land  might 
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be  put  to  by  the  occupant  were  immaterial.  He  might  cul- 
tivate or  pasture  it,  or  if  he  possessed  a  good  site,  and  had, 
the  necessary  thrift  and  enterprise,  he  might  lay  off  and 
build  up  a  town  upon  it.  In  the  disposition  of  the  public 
lands  by  Congress,  this  state  of  things  called  for  peculiar 
legislation,  differing  altogether  from  that  required  for  an 
unsettled  country.  Under  these  circumstances,  can  it  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  Town  Site  Act  of  1814 — an  obscure,  special, 
and  insignificant  provision  of  then  existing  laud  system  of 
the  United  States — was  extended  over  this  country,  while 
the  general  system  contained  in  the  Pre-emption  Act  of  1841 
was  left  behind  ?  Nothing  can  be  more  unreasonable.  It 
would  tax  the  ingenuity  of  man  to  find  a  provision  in  the 
land  system  of  the  United  States,  as  it  stood  in  1848,  less 
applicable  to  the  condition  of  Oregon,  or  that  would  have 
worked  greater  hardship,  confusion  and  injustice  than  the 
Act  of  1844. 

To  the  thrifty  and  enterprising  settler  it  would  have  said  : 
By  your  management  and  industry  you  have  built  up  a 
town  on  your  land  claimed  and  thereby  lost  it.  If  you  had 
been  content  to  live  upon  it  in  a  seven-by-nine-cabin  with 
tottering  lean-to  attached,  and  merely  pastured  it  with  a 
few  Spanish  cattle  and  cayuse  ponies,  it  would  have  been 
yours. 

The  Acts  organizing  the  territories  of  New  Mexico,  Kan- 
sas and  Nebraska,  extended  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
over  them  in  the  same  language  that  the  Act  of  1848  did 
over  Oregon,  and  yet-  they  were  not  deemed  to  have 
extended  the  Act  of  1844  over  these  territories.  But  Con- 
gress, by  special  enactment  of  July  22,  1854,  extended  it 
over  them.  If  their  organic  acts  extended  the  Act  of  1844 
over  them,  why  this  special  legislation  for  that  purpose  ? 
By  Act  of  September  9,  1850,  California  was  admitted  into 
the  Union.  Section  3  of  the  Act  declares  "that  all  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  not  locally  inapplicable,  shall  have 
the  same  force  and  effect  within  the  State  of  California,  as 
elsewhere  in  the  United, States."  This  provision  was  never 
supposed  to  have  extended  the  Act  of  1844  or  any  portion 
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of  the  land  system  of  tile  United  States,  over  that  State; 
but  on  the  contrary,  Congress,  by  special  Act  of  March  3, 
1853,  provided  for  the  disposition  of  the  unclaimed  lands 
within  that  State,  and  extended  the  Act  of  1844,  by  name 
over  the  lands  therein,  not  mineral,  and  "  occupied  by  towns 
and  villages."  But  I  conceive  that  this  question  has  been 
negatively  determined  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  Parrish  v. 
Lownsdale  et  al.,  supra.  In  that  case  the  Court  says, 
that  on  July  29,  1850,  when  that  suit  was  commenced, 
"  Congress  had  passed  no  law  in  anywise  affecting  the  title 
to  lands  in  Oregon,"  nor  did  not  "till  September  27, 1850," 
referring  to  the  passage  of  the  Donation  Act.  The  general 
expression  includes  the  particular;  and  in  this  case  the 
Court  must  have  specially  considered  whether  the  particular 
Act  of  1844  was  in  force  or  not,  for  the  parties  litigant 
before  them  were  occupants  of  lots  in  the  town  of  Portland, 
claiming  some  kind  of  an  interest  in  or  right  to  them.  Yet 
the  Court  say,  that  no  law  had  been  passed  by  Congress  in 
anywise  affecting  the  title  to.  lands  in  Oregon,  before  Sep- 
tember 27,  1850;  thus  by  the  plainest  implication  negativ- 
ing the  proposition  that  the  Act  of  1844  was  extended  to 
Oregon  by  the  Act  of  1848. 

But  the  passage  of  the  Donation  Act  itself  is  further  evi- 
dence that  Congress  did  not  deem  the  Act  of  1844  ' '  appli- 
cable" to  Oregon,  and  did  not  intend  to  extend  it  here. 
This  act  is  a  wide  departure  from  the  Act  of  1841,  com- 
monly called  the  Pre-emption  Act.  It  is  a  system  complete 
in  itself,  and  was  admirably  adapted  to  the  condition  of  the 
people  and  the  country  as  it  found  them.  Substantially,  it 
gave  to  every  settler  in  the  country  his  land  claim  as  he  held 
it,  without  any  reservations  or  conditions  as  to  lands  fitted 
for  the  purposes  of  trade  and  commerce  or  town  sites  what- 
ever. It  assumes  to  be,  as  it  really  was,  the  first  legislation 
by  Congress  affecting  the  public  lands  in  Oregon.  It  was  a 
practical  and  just  recognition  of  the  Land  Law  of  the  Provis- 
ional Government.  The  Donation  Act  is  in  this  respect 
incompatible  with  the  Act  of  1844,  and  its  passage  puts  the 
matter  beyond  cavil  or  doubt,  that  the  Act  of  1844  was  not 
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in  force  here  until  specially  extended  as  above  stated.  In 
Marlin  v.  T.  Vault  (1  Or.  77),  this  question  is  well  consid- 
ered and  the  conclusion  reached  that  the  Act  of  1844  was 
not  extended  to  this  country  by  the  Act  of  1848. 

This  exception  must  be  allowed. 

The  fourth  exception  is  taken  to  a  portion  of  the  answer 
called  the  fifth  "count  in  equity."  Said  " count "  alleges 
that  in  1845  PettigroYO  and  Lovejoy  selected  the  present 
site  of  Portland  and  caused  a  town  to  be  laid  out  thereon ; 
and  that  said  P.  and  L.  dedicated  said  levee  to  public  use 
as  far  as  was  in  their  power.  That  the  people  of  Port- 
land accepted  said  dedication,  and  occupied  said  levee 
without  let  or  hindrance  up  to  the  year  1849,  when  said  P. 
and  L.  sold  their  claim  to  said  town  site  to  D.  H.  L.  afore- 
said; and  that  the  said  D.  H.  L.  recognized  said  dedication, 
but  when  or  how  is  not  stated.  That  the  people  of  Portland 
have  always  enjoyed  the  free  use  of  said  levee,  except  where 
private  individuals  have  wrongfully  occupied  the  same; 
and  that  D.  H.  L.  did  dedicate  said  levee  to  public  use, 
and  has  never  paid  any  taxes  on  the  same.  That  D.  H.  L. 
claims  to  have  acquired  title  to  the  premises  since  said  dedi- 
cation; and  that  complainant  derived  his  title  from  D.  H. 
L.  long  after  said  dedication. 

The  exception  goes  to  so  much  of  this  so-called  "  count" 
as  concerns  the  acts  and  doings  of  P.  and  L.,  and  extends 
to  the  figures  "1849."  It  mtist  be  allowed.  The  question 
is  too  plain  for  argument.  P.  and  L.  had  no  interest  in 
the  soil,  never  acquired  any,  and  had  nothing  to  dedicate. 
They  simply  held  the  naked  possession  of  the  land  under 
the  laws  of  the  provisional  government,  according  to  the 
custom  of-  the  country,  and  when  they  gave  up  and  aban- 
doned this  possession  to  D.  H.  L.  he  took  it  as  though  the 
foot  of  man  had  never  been  upon  it,  except  as  to  the  extent 
of  its  boundaries,  or  any  liability  he  might  take  upon  him- 
self by  special  agreement  with  said  P.  and  L.  in  relation  to 
their  past  acts  concerning  it. 

The  remainder  of  this  so-called  "  count"  is  also  excepted 
to.     It  alleges  a  dedication  upon  the  part  of  D.  H.  L.,  di- 
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rectly,  and  also  by  recognizing  tlie  one  said  to  have  been 
made  by  P.  and  L.  Now  if  D.  H.  L.  made  a  dedication  of 
tlie  premises  to  public  use,  or  recognized  and  confirmed 
one  made  by  others,  it  is  binding  upon  him,  and  also  upon 
the  complainant,  his  grantee,  by  reason  of  the  priority  of 
estate  between  them.  What  amounts  to  a  dedication,  and 
what  does  not,  and  whether  any  dedication  made  by  D. 
H.  L.,  before  the  passage  of  the  Donation  Act,  will  bind 
the  after  acquired  estate,  are  questions  that  will  properly 
arise  and  be  determined  on  the  final  hearing. 

This  exception  is  disallowed. 

The  sixth  exception  is  taken  to  so  much  of  the  answer  as 
is  denominated  the  sixth  count  in  equity.  This  "count"  al- 
leges that  on  August  14,  1850,  L.,  C.  and  C.  aforesaid,  re- 
leased to  the  public  certain  lots  in  said  levee,  including  the 
one  in  controversy;  that  the  release  was  made  upon  certain 
conditions,  one  of  which  was,  that  the  suit  of  Parrish  v. 
Lovmsdale  el  al.  aforesaid,  should  be  dismissed;  and  that 
the  conditions  upon  which  said  release  was  made  have  been 
fulfilled,  and  the  release  accepted  by  the  people.  That  the 
town  has  power  by  its  charter,  to  remove  obstructions  from 
the  levee,  and  that  complainant  derived  his  title  from  D. 
H.  L.  long  after  the  making  and  acceptance  of  said  re- 
lease. 

In  support  of  this  exception  it  is  urged  by  the  complain- 
ant that  said  release  appears  to  have  been  made  before  the 
passage  of  the  Donation  Act — September  27,  1850 — when 
D.  H.  L.,  nor  any  other,  had  no  estate  or  interest  in  the 
land,  and  that  being  without  covenants,  it  does  not  bind  an 
after  acquired  estate  in  the  premises;  and  that,  if  this  were 
otherwise,  the  release  never  took  effect,  because  the  answer 
shows  that  the  condition  upon  which  it  was  given  was  never 
fulfilled — namely,  the  dismissal  of  the  Parrish  suit.  Upon 
examination  of  the  authorities,  I  find  the  cases  upon  the 
point,  without  exception,  concurring  in  the  rule,  that  a  con- 
veyance by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  or  release  without 
covenant,  does  not  bind  an  after  acquired  estate  in  the 
same  land  which  as  to  the  grantor,   was  then  contingent. 
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"Where  such  after  acquired  estate  is  obtained  by  the  grantor 
from  any  other  source  that  the  title  which  he  assumes  to 
bargain,  sell  or  release,  he  is  not  estopped  from  claiming 
the  premises,  even  against  his  own  grantee.  This  release 
was  made  when  D.  H.  L.,  had  no  interest  in  the  soil.  It 
passed  nothing,  supposing  that  it  took  effect,  beyond  the 
mere  naked  possession  which  he  held  under  the  laws  of  the 
provisional  government.  If  he  afterwards  acquired  the 
title  to  the  premises  from  the  United  States  under  the  Do- 
nation Act,  it  did  not  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  public  on 
account  of  said  release.  It  may  be,  that  where  a  party  has 
the  equitable  estate  or  interest  in  lands  and  conveys  the 
same  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale  or  quitclaim  and  release, 
without  warranty,  and  afterwards  acquires  the  legal  estate, 
that  while  he  is  not  estopped  by  such  deed  from  asserting 
said  legal  estate,  equity  will  compel  him  to  convey  it  to  his 
grantee  of  the  equitable  estate. 

Where  there  is  a  dedication  to  public  uses,  under  similar 
circumstances,  without  deed,  but  by  acts  and  declarations 
of  the  party  having  the  equitable  estate,  the  rule  seems  to 
be  that  the  after  acquired  legal  estate  attaches  to  the  dedi- 
cation as  soon  as  acquired  by  operation  of  law.  But  there 
can  be  no  question  upon  authority  that  this  release  does  not 
estop  or  bar  the  complainant  from  asserting  his  legal  title 
to  the  premises,  and  upon  the  showing  of  the  answer,  it 
would  be  against  equity  and  good  conscience  that  it  should. 
For  while  it  is  true  that  this  portion  of  the  answer  avers 
that  the  conditions  upon  which  the  release  was  made  were 
fulfilled,  elsewhere  the  answer  shows  that  this  averment  is 
not  true.  At  the  time  the  release  was  executed,  it  appears 
that  the  Parrish  suit  was  pending.  It  involved  the  right  of 
Parrish  and  the  public  to  an  easement  in  the  strip  of  land 
since  called  the  levee  as  against  the  alleged  exclusive  right 
of  possession  of  L.,  C.  and  C.  The  terms  of  a  compromise 
were  agreed  upon,  by  which  the  defendants,  in  that  suit  were 
to  release  a  portion  of  the  levee  to  the  public — the  latter  at 
the  same  time  relinquishing  all  claim  to  the  remainder  and 
to  procure  the  dismissal  of  the  pending  suit.    Yet  it  appears 
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that  the  suit  was  not  dismissed,  but  prosecuted  to  final  de- 
cree in  the  Territorial  Court  against  the  defendants,  which 
decree  is  now  set  up  in  the  answer  herein  as  an  estoppel. 
Under  the  circumstances,  to  allow  the  defendants  to  claim 
anything  under  this  release,  would  be  in  effect  to  sanction 
a  fraud  upon  the  releasors.    This  exception  must  be  allowed. 

The  complainant  has  taken  an  exception  to  the  separate 
answer  of  the  Recorder,  Orville  Eisley,  and  also  to  the  like 
answer  of  the  Marshall,  James  H.  Lappeus.  Neither  of 
these  exceptions  are  well  taken.  The  matter  excepted  to 
may  be  impertinent,  but  being  in  response  to  his  amended 
bill,  the  complainant  cannot  object  to  it  on  that  ground. 

Decree,  that  the  first,  second,  third,  fourth  and  sixth  ex- 
ceptions be  allowed  and  that  the  remainder  be  disallowed. 

George  H.  WUliaTUS  and  W.  W.  Page,  for  complainant. 

George  R.  Cartter,  for  defendants. 
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In  a  suit  against  a  common  carrier,  the  libellant  makes  a  prima  facAe  case, 
by  producing  the  receipt  of  the  carrier — ^"  Received  in  good  order;"  but 
these  words  do  not  constitute  an  agreement;  they  are  a  mere  admission, 
and  may  be  explained  or  contradicted  by  the  carrier. 

In  the  National  Courts  the  rule  is,  that  a  common  carrier  may  limit  his  lia- 
bility by  an  express  agreement — so  far  as  the  common  law  makes  him  an 
insurer — ^but  not  for  the  negligence  of  himself  or  servants. 

Nothing  short  of  an  express  stipulation  will  constitute  such  an  agreement;  it 
must  not  depend  upon  implication,  or  inference,  or  conflicting  or  doubtful 
evidence;  and  mere  notice  to  the  shipper  is  not  sufficient 

Where  the  drayman  of  the  shipper,  on  the  delivery  of  a  package,  takes  a 
receipt  from  the  freight  clerk  of  the  ship  for  the  same,  containing  the 
words — "not  accountable  for  contents;"  this  of  itself  does  not  constitute 
such  an  agreement;  it  is  a  mere  ex  parte  proposition  on  the  part  of  the  car- 
rier after  the  receipt  of  the  package,  to  which  there  must  be  direct  and  un- 
equivocal evidence  of  the  assent  of  the  shipper  to  exonerate  the  carrier. 
3 
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In  a  suit  m  rem,  it  is  not  necessary  to  charge  the  defendant  as  a  common 
carrier,  but  the  rule  is  otherwise  where  the  suit  is  in  personam  ;  but  in  the 
former  case  it  must  appear  from  the  evidence  that  the  ship  was  employed 
in  the  business  of  a  common  carrier. 

The  burden  of  proof,  to  show  the  value  of  goods  injured  or  not  delivered, 
lies  upon  the  shipper. 

Deadt,  J.  The  libel  in  this  cause  was  filed  April  22, 1861, 
and  alleges  that  on  or  about  January  25, 1861,  the  steamship 
Pacific — being  about  to  depart  from  the  port  of  San  Fran- 
cisco on  a  voyage  to  the  port  of  Portland — received  from  the 
libellant,  Moses  Seller,  in  good  order,  one  case  containing 
two  looking-glasses,  of  the  value  of  |450;  and  that  the  master 
of  said  ship,  in  consideration  of  certain  freight  and  average 
to  b&paid  by  said  libellant,  agreed  to  convey  said  case  and 
its  contents  to  Portland,  and  there  deliver  the  same  to  the 
libellant  in  good  order.  That  the  said  master  caused  a  re- 
ceipt to  be  given  to  said  libellant,  whereby  it  was  acknowl- 
edged that  the  said  case  and  contents — marked  "M.  S., 
Portland,  looking-glasses" — were  received  on  board  said 
ship  "in  good  order."  That  the  said  ship  shortly  after- 
wards departed  on  said  voyage,  and  that  by  the  negligence 
of  said  master,  the  mariners  and  servants  under  his  charge, 
said  looking-glasses  were  so  damaged  as  to  be  wholly  lost 
to  the  libellant,  to  his  damage  $450. 

The  answer  of  the  claimant,  Samuel  J.  Hensley,  filed 
April  27,  alleges  substantially,  that  upon  information  and 
belief  he  denies  aU  the  allegations  of  the  libel  in  the  man- 
ner and  form  pleaded,  but  admits  the  receipt  of  the  case; 
and  avers  that  the  contents  of  the  case  were  in  bad  order  at 
the  time  of  delivery,  and  that  the  officers  of  the  ship  ob- 
served it  and  refused  to  give  the  drayman  who  delivered  the 
case  at  the  wharf  a  receipt  as  for  goods  in  good  order,  but 
gave  him  one  containing  the  words  "not  accountable  for 
contents." 

Prom  the  evidence  it  appears  that  a  Mr.  Adler,  a  short 
time  before  the  sailing  of  the  ship,  purchased  in  San  Fran- 
cisco for  the  libellant  two  large  fancy  looking-glasses,  about 
eight  feet  in  length  and  three  in  width.     That  Adler  sent 
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the  glasses  to  the  house  of  E.  A.  Swain,  a  crockery  and 
looking-glass  dealer,  to  be  packed  for  shipping,  where  they 
were  packed  in  a  redwood  case  in  good  condition,  and  in  a 
manner  well  calculated  to  resist  the  ordinary  incidents  of  a 
voyage  to  Portland.  That  from  the  house  of  Swain  they 
were  taken  with  ordinary  care  on  a  spring-dray  to  the  wharf 
where  the  ship  was  loading,  and  that  then  the  case  was 
taken  from  the  dray  by  the  drayman — Frederick  Beeson — 
with  the  assistance  of  the  freight  clerk  of  the  ship — Philips — 
and  placed  on  the  wharf  alongside  the  ship.  Philips  then 
gave  the  drayman  a  receipt  in  these  words :  ' '  Eeceived  from 
A.  Frank,  in  good  order,  on  board  steamer  Pacific,  for 
Portland,  the  following  packages, marked  '  M.  S.,  Portland,' 
one  case  of  looking-glasses,  not  accountable  for  contents." 
The  A.  Frank  spoken  of  in  the  receipt  was  the  boss  dray- 
man, and  Beeson  was  in  his  employ.  At  the  time  of  giving 
the  receipt.  Philips  said  that  he  put  the  words  "not  ac- 
countable for  contents"  on  it  because  the  case  contained 
looking-glasses,  saying  that  was  the  customary  way  of  re- 
ceipting for  such  articles. 

The  case  was  in  good  order  at  the  time  of  the  delivery, 
and  also  the  contents,  so  far  as  either  the  drayman  or  clerk 
observed;  and  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  even  a 
suspicion  by  them  to  the  contrary.  The  case  laid  upon  the 
wharf  about  twenty-four  hours,  when  it  was  stowed  between 
decks.  On  January  27,  the  ship  sailed  for  Portland,  where 
she  arrived,  after  an  ordinary  voyage  on  Sunday  morning 
following.  The  case  was  discharged  upon  Couch  &  Fland- 
er's  wharf,  and  upon  turning  it  over,  as  it  was  being  dis- 
charged, a  rattling  was  heard  inside,  as  of  broken  glass. 
On  Monday  morning  Miller,  the  libellant's  drayman,  went 
to  the  wharf  to  get  the  case,  and  as  soon  as  he  got  there  he 
heard  from  some  one  that  the  glasses  were  broken.  The 
case  was  standing  on  end  at  the  time,  and  the  wharfinger, 
Flanders,  was  delivering  freight  for  Philips,  who  was  tem- 
porarily absent.  Miller  looked  at  the  case,  and  observed 
that  on  one  side,  about  eighteen  inches  from  the  end,  there 
appeared  to  have  been  a  sharp  instrument,  or  thing  like  a 


20  DISTEIOT  OF  OEEGON, 

The  Pacific. 

crow-bar,  thrust  througli  the  boarding  of  the  case,  which 
splintered  the  board  inwardly.  Upon  looking  through  the 
crack  or  hole  in  the  board,  he  saw  that  the  glass  was 
broken — that  the  pieces  were  wedged-shaped — and  that  the 
cracks  radiated  from  a  common  centre,  as  if  the  glass  had 
been  struck  by  some  sharp-pointed  instrument.  Miller  re- 
fused to  receipt  for  the  case  in  good  order;  whereupon 
Flanders  proposed  that  it  should  be  taken  to  the  store  of 
the  libellant  and  examined  in  the  presence  of  one  of  the 
ship's  officers,  and  the  damages  ascertained.  Thereupon 
the  case  was  put  upon  the  dray,  when  Poole,  the  purser  of 
the  ship,  came  up  and  said,  that  case  should  not  go  until  the 
freight  was  paid.  This  was  contrary  to  the  usual  custom  of 
the  ship  with  well  known  consignees  in  Portland,  such  as 
■  the  libellant  appears  to  be.  The  result  was  that  the  case 
was  taken  by  Miller,  under  the  direction  of  Flanders,  to  the 
warehouse  of  the  wharfinger,  where  it  still  remains. 

The  board  that  had  the  hole  made  in  it  was  brought  into 
Court  and  exhibited.  It  came  into  two  parts  on  being  taken 
from  the  case.  It  appears  to  have  been  broken  by  a  blow 
from  the  outside,  and  upon  either  side  of  the  opening  is  a 
bruise  about  two  inches  ia  length,  as  if  made  by  some  hard 
substance  pressing  between  tlie  edges,  and  stained  with 
that  dark  iron  color  which  iron  imparts  to  fresh  wood  when 
pressed  hard  against  it.  The  glass  is  between  i  and  -^ 
of  an  inch  thick.  No  fragments  of  the  ornaments  have 
been  observed  among  the  pieces  of  glass  in  the  case,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  that  any  of  the  inside  fastenings  used 
to  secure  and  keep  the  glasses  in  position,  have  given 
away. 

The  only  witness  whose  testimony  differs  from  this  state- 
ment of  the  facts  is  Burns,  the  first  mate.  He  testifies 
that  he  was  present  when  the  case  was  brought  to  the  wharf 
in  San  Francisco,  and  that  he  assisted  to  remove  it  from 
the  dray.  That  he  heard  a  rattling  among  the  contents  at 
the  time,  and  that  the  clerk  gave  the  receipt  with  the  words 
— "not  accountable  for  contents" — by  his  direction,  be- 
cause the  contents  appeared  not  to  be  in  good  order.     That 
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he  superintended  the  stowing  of  the  case,  and  that  it  was 
done  carefully,  but  that  every  time  it  was  moved  on  the  voy- 
age the  contents  rattled  as  if  broken. 

Philips  and  Beeson  directly  contradicted  Burns  as  to 
what  took  place  upon  the  delivery  of  the  case  at  the  ship. 
Both  were  interrogated  upon  this  point  directly,  and  both 
say  in  unqualified  terms,  that  he  was  not  present,  and  that 
Philips  gave  the  qualified  receipt  not  on  account  of  the 
condition  of  the  package  or  its  contents,  but  because  of 
their  Jdndskud  quality.  The  receipt  supports  the  statement  of 
the  clerk  and  drayman,  and  directly  contradicts  that  of 
Burns.  It  does  not  state  that  the  goods  are  damaged,  but 
the  opposite — that  they  are  in  good  order. 

Philips  heard  no  rattling  in  the  case  until  it  was  put  on 
the  wharf  at  Portland,  when  Burns  called  his  attention  to 
the  fact.  At  the  time  of  taking  the  case  on  board.  Philips 
remembered  that  Burns  called  out  to  him  and  asked  what 
was  in  it.  Burns  testifies  that  he  then  replied  to  Philips 
that  there  was  something  rattling  in  the  case,  but  Philips 
testifies  that  he  did  not  hear  it. 

The  case  was  a  large  one,  and  seems  to  have  been  the 
only  one  of  the  kind  shipped  on  that  voyage.  It  is  hardly 
credible  that  if  Burns  had  assisted  in  taking  the  case  off  the 
dray  and  observed  the  words  "looking-glasses"  on  it,  and 
heard  a  rattling  as  if  the  contents  were  broken  or  loose  and 
on  that  account  dictated  an  unusual  receipt  against  the  re- 
monstrance of  the  drayman,  that  he  would  on  the  next  day 
when  superintending  the  stowing  of  the  case,  with  the  case 
before  him,  call  out  the  freight  clerk  on  the  wharf  and  ask 
him  what  waa  in  it.  The  testimony  of  Burns  must  be  disre- 
garded as  unworthy  of  credit  on  account  of  its  improbability, 
and  because  it  is  directly  contradicted  by  that  of  Philips, 
Beeson  and  the  receipt. 

The  receipt  and  non-delivery  of  the  package  being  ad- 
mitted, therule  of  law  is,  that  the  libellantmakes  a  prima /a- 
cie  case  upon  proving  the  receipt  of  the  carrier  containing 
the  words — "received  in  good  order."  Ithas  been  contend- 
ed that  the  claimant  cannot  contradiot' this  admission,  but 
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the  Ifiw  is  otherwise.  The  words  in  "good  order"  in  a  ship- 
ping receipt  are,  like  the  admission  of  any  fact  in  any  ordi- 
nary receipt  for  money,  open  to  explanation  or  contradic- 
tion. They '  do  not  constitute  an  agreement,  although  they 
may  be  contained  in  one.  But  the  burden  of  proof  in  this 
respect  is  upon  the  claimant;  he  must  show  the  facts  that 
the  goods  were  not  in  good  order,  or  he  is  bound  by  the 
admission  in  the  receipt.  This  he  has  utterly  failed  to  do, 
while  on  the  contrary  the  libellant  has  satisfactorily  shown, 
aUunde  the  receipt,  that  the  package  and  contents  were  in 
good  order  when  delivered  to  the  ship. 

But  it  is  maintained  for  the  claimant  that  the  words  on 
the  receipt — "not  liable  for  contents" — constitute  a  special 
agreement  by  which  the  carrier  is  exempted  from  all  lia- 
bility as  an  insurer,  and  only  required  to  exercise  that  ordi- 
nary diligence  and  care  which  the  law  exacts  from  any  ordi- 
nary bailee  for  hire. 

The  question  of  how  far  a  common  carrier  can  limit  his 
common  liaw  liability,  by  special  agreement  with  the  shipper, 
has  been  thoroughly  and  ably  argued  by  counsel.  The  au- 
thority of  the  Courts  of  New  York  has  been  relied  on  by 
counsel  for  the  libellant,  in  support  of  the  common  law  rule, 
that  common  carriers  are  insurers — that  the  law  makes 
them  so  on  grounds  of  public  policy — and  that  any  agree- 
ment which  diminishes  this  liability  is  void  as  contrary  to 
such  policy,  encouraging  fraud  and  production  of  litigation. 
While  I  think  that  any  innovation  upon  the  common  law  rule 
on  this  subject,  will  always  be  the  cause  of  more  harm  than 
good,  yet  this  Court  is  bound  by  the  authority  of  the  Mw 
Jersey  8.  N.  Co.  v.  M.  Bank,  (6  How.  344.) 

In  that  case  the  Supreme  Court  held,  that  a  common  car- 
rier might,  by  special  argument  with  the  shipper,  limit  his 
liability  as  an  insurer,  but  not  for  the  negligence  of  himself 
or  servants.  The  Court  also  held  that  "  the  burden  of  proof 
lies  on  the  carrier  "  to  show  such  an  agreement,  and  that 
nothing  short  of  an  express  stipulation,  by  parol  or  writing, 
should  be  permitted  to  discharge  him  from  the  duties  which 
the  law  annexed  to  his  employment.    The  exemption  from 
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these  duties  should  not  depend  upon  implication  or  infer- 
ence, founded  on  doubtful  or  conflicting  evidence,  but  should 
be  specific  and  certain,  leaving  no  room  for  controversy 
between  the  parties. 

Tried  by  this  rule,  do  the  words  in  the  receipt,  taken  in 
connection  with  the  circumstances,  constitute  such  an  agree- 
ment ?  If  they  do,  then,  although  the  case  was  in  good 
order  when  delivered  to  the  ship,  the  burden  of  proof  is 
upon  the  shipper  to  show  that  the  injury  resulted  from  the 
negligence  of  the  carrier  and  not  from  unavoidable  accident. 
Under  such  circumstances,  the  shipper  takes  all  the  risks 
except  those  which  arise  from  or  are  incurred  by  the  want 
of  ordinary  care  and  diligence  on  the  part  of  the  carrier. 

No  mere  notice  to  the  shipper  of  intention  on  the  part  of 
the  carrier  to  limit  his  liability  is  sufficient  to  constitute 
such  an  agreement,  or  raise  the  presumption  that  the  ship- 
per acquiesced  in  or  consented  to  the  terms  of  such  notice. 
The  obligation  and  liability  of  an  insurer^acts  of  God  and 
the  public  enemy  only  excepted — are  imposed  upon  the 
common  carrier  by  law,  and  cannot  be  avoided  by  any  ex- 
pression of  intention  on  his  part  so  to  do,  without  the 
express  assent  of  the  shipper  to  such  intention.  As  the 
Court  says  in  the  case  just  quoted:—" If  any  implication  is 
to  be  indulged  in  from  the  delivery  of  goods  imder  the  gen- 
eral notice  " — ^ihat  the  carrier  would  not  be  responsible — 
"  it  is  as  strong  that  the  owner  intended  to  insist  upon  his 
rights,  and  the  duties  of  the  carrier,  as  it  is  that  he  assented 
to  their  qualification."  See,  also,  HoUister  v.  Nowlen,  (19 
Wend.  234.) 

When  Philips  inserted  in  the  receipt  to  the  drayman  the 
words,  "  not  accountable  for  contents,"  tlie  act  amounted  to 
nothing  more  than  an  ex  parte  proposition  by  the  carrier 
after  the  receipt  of  the  goods,  and  without  the  knowledge 
or  assent  of  the  shipper.  The  drayman  Beeson  was  a  mere 
bailee  for  hire,  to  take  the  package  to  the  wharf  and  deliver 
it  to  those  in  charge  of  the  ship  and  take  a  receipt  for  it. 
Such  employment  of  itself  gave  him  no  authority  to  make 
any  contract  for  the  shipper  or  give  his  assent  to  any  propo- 
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sition  on  tlie  part  of  the  carrier  to  limit  his  liability.  Then, 
the  evidence  shows  that  the  drayman  informed  the  shipper 
of  the  terms  of  the  receipt  immediately,  and  because  the 
latter  did  not  reclaim  the  case,  but  allowed  it  to  remain 
with  the  carrier,  it  is  claimed  that  he  assented  to  the  propo- 
sition and  is  bound  by  it.  But  this  would  be  to  establish 
such  an  agreement  "  by  implication  and  inference  "  when 
the  "  implication  and  inference  "  is  just  as  strong  that  the 
shipper  intended  to  insist  upon  his  rights  and  the  liability 
of  the  carrier. 

Besides,  the  evidence  also  shows,  that  the  shipper  was 
not  merely  passive,  but  that  he  at  once  expressed  his 
dissatisfaction  to  the  drayman  in  strong  terms,  with  the 
qualification  in  the  receipt,  and  that  the  latter  communi- 
cated this  fact  to  the  clerk  soon  after,  and  while  the  case 
was  yet  on  the  wharf. 

As  to  the  custom  "not  to  sign  for  looking-glasses,"  unless 
the  words  "not  responsible  for  contents  "  were  inserted  in 
the  receipt,  of  which  Philips  testifies,  as  a  matter-of-fact 
it  appears  to  have  depended,  so  far  as  it  had  any  existence, 
upon  the  whim  or  caprice  of  the  person  receiving  goods  at 
the  time.  But  if  his  were  otherwise,  it  makes  no  difference. 
The  law  and  not  such  a  custom  ascertains  and  limits  the 
rights  and  liabilities  of  shippers  a,nd  common  carriers. 
Such  pretences  of  custom  as  this  appears  to  be,  if  allowed  to 
be  set  up  to  control  or  modify  the  law  on  this  subject  would 
place  it  in  the  power  of  common  carriers  to  make  and 
unmake  the  law  as  they  chose. 

My  conclusion  is  that  the  words  in  the  receipt — "not 
accountable  for  contents" — were  not  assented  to  by  the 
shipper,  and  therefore  under  the  circumstances  do  not 
amount  to  an  agreement  to  limit  the  common  law  liability 
of  the  carrier.  This  being  so  and  it  appearing  that  the 
articles  were  "received  in  good  order"  the  burden  of 
proof  lies  on  the  carrier  to  show  that  the  injury  resulted 
from  either  the  act  of  God  or  the  public  enemy.  Nothing 
of  this  kind  is  pretended.  This  view  of  the  matter  makes 
it  unnecessary  to  determine,  how,  as  a  matter-of-fact,  the 
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glasses  were  broken.  It  is  probable  that  either  by  accident 
or  wantonly  some  iron  instrument,  as  a  crow-bar,  was  thrust 
through  the  board  produced  in  Court,  and  that  it  passed 
through  the  openings  in  the  top-mounting  of  the  frame  of 
the  glass  next  to  that  side  of  the  case,  without  harming 
them,  and  then  struck  the  plate  of  the  other  glass  near  to 
the  base  and  broke  it  in  fragments;  and  that  this  happened 
during  the  24  hours  that  the  case  was  lying  on  the  ship's 
wharf  at  San  Francisco.  The  glasses  were  packed  in  the 
case  in  a  reversed  position  so  that  the  lower  end  of  each 
plate  was  over  or  under  the  scroll  work  which  constituted 
the  top  of  the  frame  of  the  other.  The  case  has  remained 
in  the  possession  of  the  ship's  agent,  and  if  the  claimant  or 
he  thought  it  would  tend  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  con- 
tents were  not  in  good  order  when  received,  they  might  have 
had  an  examination  made  of  the  internal  condition  of  the 
package. 

Upon  the  argument,  a  point  was  made  for  the  claimant 
that  the  libel  did  not  charge  that  the  ship  was  employed  at 
the  date  of  this  voyage  as  a  common  carrier,  and,  therefore, 
it  can  only  be  held  liable  as  a  private  carrier.  Upon  ex- 
amination of  the  authorities  and  precedents  within  my 
reach,  I  find  the  practice  to  be,  that  when  the  suit  is  in  per- 
sonam, it  is  necessary  to  charge  the  defendant  in  the  libel 
as  a  common  carrier,  or  he  will  only  be  held  to  the  liability 
of  a  private  carrier  (Story  on  Bail.,  §  504).  But  when  the 
suib,  as  in  this  instance,  is  in  rem,  the  rule  seems  not  to 
apply,  because,  as  I  suppose,  it  would,  to  say  the  least,  be 
inaccurate  to  charge  an  inanimate  thing,  as  a  ship,  which  is 
only  a  means  of  transportation  as  a  common  carrier.  The 
suit  proceeds  against  the  ship  as  such,  by  reason  of  the  pecu- 
liar jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  Court;  but  to  hold  her  to 
the  responsibility  of  a  common  carrier,  it  must  appear 
in  the  proof  that  she  was  so  employed  at  the  time.  No  tes- 
timony appears  to  have  been  directly  taken  for  this  purpose, 
but  enough  appears  incidentally  in  the  evidence  to  establish 
the  fact  beyond  a  doubt. 
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The  only  remaining  question  is  the  amount  of  the  dam- 
ages. Without  determining  at  what  port  the  value  of  the 
goods  should  be  estimated,  I  have  concluded  to  take  the 
testimony  of  Leopold  Greenbury  on  this  point.  He  is  the 
only  witness  who  speaks  of  the  value  of  the  glasses  who 
saw  them.  He  was  the  salesman  in  the  house  where  the 
glasses  were  packed.  Selling  looking-glasses  is  his  busi- 
ness, and  in  the  market  where  these  were  shipped.  All  the 
rest  of  the  evidence  upon  this  point  is  the  mere  guess-work 
of  persons  without  any  special  knowledge  of  the  trade  or 
these  particular  articles.  The  burden  of  proof  is  on 
the  libellant  to  show  the  value  of  the  goods.  The  carrier 
is  not  presumed  to  have  any  special  knowledge  or  means  of 
information  on  this  subject.  The  libellant  knows  at  what 
price  he  purchased  the  glasses,  and  there  is  no  difficulty  in 
proving  it.  The  testimony  of  Adler,  the  libellant's  agent 
in  purchasing  the  glasses,  might  have  been  taken  on  this 
point.  The  omission  on  the  part  of  the  libellant  to  do  this 
is  calculated  to  make  the  impression  that  such  evidence 
would  not  support  his  claim  for  damages  to  the  amount  of 
$450.  Greenbury  swears  that  the  glasses  were  worth  1150 
at  wholesale  and  1200  ^at  retail  in  San  Francisco — owing 
somewhat  to  the  customer.  The  mean  between  these  two 
seems,  with  interest  on  that  amount  for  six  months  at  ten 
per  centum  per  annum  gives  1367  for  both  glasses. 

Decree,  that  the  libellant  recover  of  the  claimant  and  his 
sureties  $367  and  his  costs. 

George  H.  Williams  and  E.  Nugent,  for  libellant. 

Erasmus  D.  ShaMuch,  for  claimant. 
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When  a  warrant  to  act  as  pilot  appears  upon  its  face  to  have  been  regularly 
issued,  its  validity  cannot  be  questioned  collaterally,  or  in  a  suit  between 
third  persons. 

The  possession  and  exhibition  of  the  warrant  authorize  the  master  of  a  ship 
to  treat  the  holder  as  a  duly  constituted  pilot;  and,  as  between  third  per- 
sons, is  conclusive  evidence  that  the  conditions  which  the  law  attached  to 
the  appointment  have  been  complied  with. 

Pilotage  being  "  a  rightful  subject  of  legislation, "  the  Territory  of  Washing- 
ton has  power  to  pass  pilot  laws. 

The  Act  of  August  7,  1789  (1  Stat.  54),  is  not  a  grant  of  power  to  the  States 
to  pass  pilot  laws,  but  a  legislative  recognition  that  the  power  is  concur- 
rent in  the  States  and  the  United  States  until  exercised  by  the  latter. 

Does  the  Act  of  March  2,  1837  (5  Stat.  153),  include  a  territory  ?    Query. 

Whenever  Congress  exercises  the  power  of  passing  laws  on  the  subject  of  pi- 
lotage, so  far  the  power  becomes  exclusive;  and  all  prior  laws  of  the  States 
within  the  purview  of  such  enactments  are  at  once  abrogated  and  cease  to 
have  effect. 

The  Act  of  August  30,  1852  (10  Stat.  75),  provides  for  the  employment  of 
pilots  on  vessels  propelled  in  whole  or  part  by  steam,  engaged  in  carrying 
passengers  on  any  of  the  bays,  lakes,  rivers,  or  other  navigable  waters  of 
the  United  States. 

This  Act,  so  far  as  it  goes,  supersedes  all  State  laws  regulating  the  employ- 
ment of  pilots  on  this  class  of  vessels. 

In  the  construction  of  the  Act  of  Congress  of  1852,  its  operation  is  not  to  be 
restrained  or  limited  because  of  the  pre-existence  of  State  laws  regulating 
the  employment  of  pUotB  under  like  circumstances. 

There  is  no  presumption  that  Congress  did  not  intend  to  abrogate  the  State 
law;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  power  over  the  subject  being  paramountly 
in  Congress,  and  only  permitted  to  the  States  by  suffrance,  in  case  of  con- 
flict between  the  two  the  presumption  is  the  other  way, 

Deady,  J.  The  libel  of  Charles  Edwards,  libellant,  was 
filed  March  27,  1861,  and  alleges  that  on  March  17,  1861, 
and  thereafter,  the  libellant  was  a  duly  licensed  pilot,  at- 
tached to  the  pilot  boat  "California,"  on  the  Columbia 
Eiver  bar,  according  to  the  laws  of  Oregon ;  and  that  on 
said  date  libellant  boarded  the  steamship  "Panama"  "just 
outside  "  the  bar,  and  offered  his  services  as  pilot  to  con- 
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duct  said  ship  over  said  bar  to  the  port  of  Astoria;  that 
said  ship  was  at  the  time  of  such  offer  bound  in,  and  libel- 
lant  was  the  only  pilot  authorized  to  pilot  said  ship  on 
board  of  her  on  said  day,  and  was  the  first  pilot  to  offer  his 
services  to  such  ship  on  that  day  outside  of  said  bar. 

That  on  March  22,  1861,  the  said  ship  being  bound  out- 
ward over  said  bar,  libellant  hailed  her  at  the  port  of 
Astoria  and  offered  his  services  as  pilot  to  conduct  her 
across  said  bar  to  the  sea;  and  that  libellant  was  the' 
first  pilot  who  offered  his  services  to  said  ship  on  said  "  oc 
casion"  and  that  there  was  no  pilot  on  said  ship  "  at  the 
time." 

That  said  ship  when  inward  bound  as  aforesaid,  drew  14 
feet  of  water,  and  that  libellant  is  entitled  to  $12  per 
foot  or  full  pilotage  for  this  tender  of  services — in  all,  $168; 
and  that  when  outward  bound,  as  aforesaid  said  ship  drew  13 
feet  of  water,  and  that  libellant  is  entitled  to  $6  per  foot  or 
half  pilotage  for  this  tender  of  services — in  all  $78;  and 
that  said  sums  of  money  remain  due  and  unpaid  to  the 
libellant. 

On  May  1,  1861,  the  claimants,  HoUaday  and  Flint, 
answered  the  libel  admitting  the  facts  stated,  except,  that 
the  libellant  "  was  duly  authorized  according  to  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  Oregon  and  the  United  States  to  pilot  sea- 
going steamships  carrying  passengers;"  and  that  libellant 
was  the  first  pilot  who  offered  his  services  to  said  ship  on 
said  March  17  or  22,  which  allegations  they  deny. 

The  answer  also  avers  that  on  March  17,  when  libellant 
boarded  said  ship,  "  Moses  Rogers,  a  pilot  duly  authorized 
and  licensed  in  accordance  with  statutes  of  the  United 
States,  to  pilot  steamboats  carrying  passengers  on  the 
waters  of  the  Columbia  Bar,  Coast  and  Puget  Sound,  and  to 
San  Francisco,  California,  was  on  board  the  said  ship 
and  had  charge  and  control  of  her  as  pilot;"  and  that  said 
Eogers  piloted  said  ship  on  said  occasion  from  the  high  sea 
over  said  bar  to  the  port  of  Astoria.  That  on  March  22, 
aforesaid,  said  Eogers  was  the  first  qualified  pilot  who 
offered  his  services  to  the  master  of  said  ship,  and  did  on 
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said  date  pilot  said  ship  across  said  bar  to  the  open  sea. 
That  said  Panama  is  a  sea-going  steamship,  propelled  in 
whole  or  part  by  steam,  and  on  March  17  and  22,  aforesaid 
was  engaged  in  making  a  voyage  from  San  Francisco  to 
Portland,  carrying  freight  and  passengers. 

That  on  the  date  last  aforesaid,  said  "  Rogers  was  a  duly 
licensed  bar  pilot  according  to  the  laws  of  the  Territory  of 
Washington"  regulating  ' '  pilotage  on  the  Columbia  Eiver 
Bar  and  shoalwater  bay,  passed  February  28,  1854." 

On  July  1,  libellant  filed  an  amended  libel  admitting  that  on 
March  17  said  Eogers,  "  a  person  pretending  to  be  a  duly 
authorized  pilot  was  on  board  said  ship,"  and  piloted  her 
across  the  bar  to  Astoria,  but  avers  that  libellant  offered 
his  services  before  said  Eogers  did;  also  admitting  the 
same  as  to  the  voyage  out  on  March  22,  but  avers  that 
libellant  "  hailed  said  ship  first  and  offered  his  services  as 
a  pilot;"  and  that  said  Eogers  pretends  to  be  an  authorized 
pilot  by  virtue  of  a  license  from  one  Pitfield,  "a  person 
pretending  to  be  a  supervising  inspector  of  the  fourth  dis- 
trict of  the  United  States,"  and  that  "i/"  said  license  is  gen- 
uine" it  does  not  authorize  said  Eogers  to  pilot  steamships 
over  the  Columbia  Bar;  also  admitting  that  Eogers  re- 
ceived a  license  from  the  pilot  commissioners  of  the  Terri- 
tory of  Washington  under  the  Act  of  1854,  as  alleged,  but 
avers  that  Eogers  never  performed  the  conditions  imposed 
by  said  Act,  and  therefore  said  license  never  took  effect, 
and  that  said  Act  has  long  since  been  repealed,  and  that  all 
licenses  issued  under  it  became  void  on  such  repeal;  also 
admitting  that  the  Panama  is  a  sea-going  vessel,  propelled 
in  whole  or  in  part  by  steam,  and  was  engaged  in  carrying 
freight  and  passengers  between  San  Francisco  and  Portland, 
as  alleged. 

From  the  evidence  it  appears  that  the  libellant  was  ap- 
pointed a  pilot  on  Columbia  Eiver  Bar  under  the  Oregon 
Act  of  October  17,  1860,  by  a  warrant  from  the  "  Board  of 
Pilot  Commissioners,"  bearing  date,  January  22,  1861; 
and  that  Eogers  was  appointed  such  pilot  under  the  Terri- 
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tory  of  Washington,  Act  of  1854,  by  a  warrant  from  the 
"Board  of  Pilot  Commissioners"  bearing  date  January 
13,  1860. 

In  the  argument  for  libellant  it  is  contended,  that  this 
warrant  to  Eogers  is  without  legal  effect,  because  it  does 
not  appear  that  he  gave  bond  and  kept  a  suitable  boat  on 
the  bar  as  required  by  the  act.  But  Eogers  is  not  a  party 
to  this  suit,  and  the  ship  is  not  liable  for  any  want  of  au- 
thority on  his  part  which  was  not  apparent  to  the  world. 
The  exhibition  of  his  warrant  or  commission,  regular  upon 
its  face,  entitled  him  to  be  treated  and  authorized  the  ship 
to  receive  him  as  a  pilot.  By  the  Act  of  the  Territory  of 
Washington  a  pilot  "  is  authorized  to  take  charge  of  any 
vessel  requiring  his  services,  but  shall  first  show  the  master 
his  warrant."  Upon  the  production  of  the  warrant  the 
master  had  a  right  to  presume  that  the  conditions  of  Eogers' 
appointment — ^if  any — had  been  complied  with  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Commissioners  who,  by  the  Act,  have  com- 
plete control  of  the  subject  of  the  appointment,  suspension 
and  removal  of  pilots. 

It  is  true  that  the  Act  of  1854  requires  a  pilot,  before 
entering  upon  the  duties  of  his  office  to  give  bond  to  the 
Commissioners,"  but  it  does  not  require  or  allow  that  he 
shall  keep  the  bond  to  exhibit  to  masters  of  vessels  or  that 
it  shall  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  warrant  that  the  bond 
has  been  given.  The  Act  does  not  expressly  say  that  the 
bond  shall  be  given  before  or  at  the  time  the  warrant  issues, 
but  such  is  the  reasonable  construction,  and  it  is  fair  to 
presume  that  the  Commissioners  to  whom  the  bond  is  to  be 
given  would  require  it  to  be  done  at  or  before  the  delivery 
of  the  warrant. 

As  to  the  alleged  repeal  of  the  Act  of  1854,  the  fact 
appears  to  be  that  on  January  31,  1861,  section  4  of  said 
Act  was  repealed  and  another  enacted  in  lieu  thereof, 
requiring  each  pilot  to  keep  a  boat  on  the  bar  "  of  not  less 
than  fif^  tons  burden,"  while  the  section  repealed  only 
required  the  pilot  to  keep  such  boat  "as  the  Commissioners 
might  approve."    This  was  no  repeal  of  the  Act  as  such, 
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and  in  no  way  makes  tlie  warrant  before  issued  to  Eogers 
"void  and  of  no  effect."  It  only  imposed  a  fixed  rule  in 
relation  to  the  kind  of  boat  tlie  pilot  should  keep  on  the  bar 
instead  of  leaving  it  to  the  discretion  of  the  Commissioners 
as  before. 

It  is  further  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  libeUant  that  a 
territory  has  no  authority  to  pass  pilot  laws  and  that  there- 
fore the  warrant  to  Eogers  is  invalid.  The  argument  is 
grounded  upon  the  assumption  that  the  Act  of  August  7, 
1789  (1  Stat.  54),  granis  the  power  to  the  States  to  pass  pilot 
laws  and  that  a  territory  is  not  included  in  the  word  States, 
and  therefore  it  has  no  power  to  legislate  on  the  subject. 
Admitting  the  premises  fOr  the  sake  of  the  argument,  the 
conclusion  does  not  foUow.  The  power  to  govern  the  ter- 
ritories subject  to  the  constitution  is  in  Congress  irrespect- 
ive of  the  powers  which  it  may  exercise  within  the  limits  of 
a  State.  This  power  may  be  exercised  mediately  or  imme- 
diately, by  the  creation  of  a  Territorial  Government  therein, 
with  power  to  legislate  for  the  Territory,  or  by  the  passage 
of  laws  directly  by  Congress,  without  the  intervention  of 
the  Territorial  Government.  The  Act  of  Congress  (10  Stat. 
172),  organi2!ing  a  Government  for  the  Territory  of  Wash- 
ington, declares  that  the  "legislative  power  of  the  Territory 
shall  extend  to  all  rightful  subjects  of  legislation  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States." 
A  rightful  subject  of  legislation  is  a  subject,  which  from  the 
nature  of  things,  the  course  of  experience,  the  practice  and 
genius  of  our  Government  properly  belongs  to  the  legisla- 
tion to  regulate  and  control  rather  than  the  judicial  or  ex- 
ecutive departments  of  the  Government.  Pilots  and  pilotage 
are  as  much  the  proper  subjects  of  legislation  as  any  subject 
ever  regulated  by  the  law  of  a  Territory,  and  have  been  so 
from  their  earliest  history.  Congress  has  power  to  legislate 
upon  this  subject  in  the  Territories.  Being  "a  rightful 
subject  of  legislation,"  in  this  case  Congress  has  given  this 
power  to  the  Territorial  legislation. 

Neither  was  the  Act  of  1789  a  grant  of  power  from  Con- 
gress to  the  States  to  legislate  on  the  subject  of  pilots  and 
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pilotage.  The  power  is  concurrent  in  the  State  and  National 
Government  until  exercised  by  the  latter,  when  so  far  as  ex- 
ercised it  becomes  exclusive.  If  the  power  was  exclusively 
in  the  National  Government,  Congress  could  not  grant  it  to  the 
States,  and  being  concurrent  it  could  not  nor  need  not. 
This  view  is  in  substantial  accordance  with  the  doctrine  of 
Cooley  V.  The  Board  of  Wardens  (12  How.  316),  that  the  Act 
of  1789  is  a  new  legislative  recognition  of  the  concurrent 
power  of  the  States  over  this  subject,  so  long  as  Congress 
does  not  act  in  the  matter. 

The  warrant  to  Eogers  is  further  objected  to  because  it  is 
headed  "temporary."  The  word  is  superfluous,  because  if 
it  has  any  legal  effect,  it  is  the  same  that  the  law  would  give 
the  warrant  without  it,  namely,  that  the  party  was  to  hold 
the  place  during  the  pleasure  of  the  Commissioners.  So 
far  as  appears  the  warrant  has  never  been  revoked.  For 
these  reasons  I  conclude  that  the  Territorial  Act  of  1854  is 
a  valid  act,  and  that  Eogers  was  a  duly  qualified  pilot  there- 
under on  the  Columbia  Bar,  on  March  17,  1861,  when  the 
libellant  boarded  the  Panama  on  her  inward  bound 
voyage. 

By  the  Act  of  Oregon,  the  7?rsi  pilot  that  offers  his  services 
outside  of  the  bar,  to  a  vessel  bound  inward,  is  entitled  to 
full  pilotage,  whether  his  services  are  accepted  or  not,  and 
to  one  bound  outward  under  like  circumstances,  half  pilot- 
age. Under  this  provision  the  question  is  made  by  counsel 
whether  libellant  or  Eogers  first  offered  his  services  to  the 
ship  on  March  17th,  on  the  inward  bound  voyage  ?  It  is  sub- 
stantially admitted  by  the  pleadings  that  the  libellant  was 
the  first  pilot  that  in  fact  boarded  the  Panama  outside 
the  Bar,  and  the  evidence  proves  satisfactorily  that  Eogers 
was  on  board  at  the  time,  hired  by  the  month,  to  serve  as 
pilot  between  the  port  of  San  Francisco  and  Portland,  and 
that  he  piloted  the  ship  in  over  the  Bar  on  the  occasion  in 
question.  Under  these  circumstances  is  Eogers  to  be  con- 
sidered a  Bar  pilot  who  tendered  his  services  as  such  to  the 
ship  before  the  libellant?  The  principal  objection  to  his 
being  so  considered  is  that  he  was  not  on  the  Bar  at  the  time 
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of  the  offer,  and  did  not  maintain  a  pilot  boat  there.  I  do 
not  tliink  the  objection  sufficient.  The  libellant,  for  any- 
thing that  appears,  might  have  gone  half  way  down  the  coast 
to  meet  the  Panama,  and  if  the  master  was  willing  to 
take  him  on  then,  and  bring  him  up  to  the  bar  as  a  pilot,  it 
would  be  a  good  offer  of  his  services  so  as  to  prevent  an- 
other pilot  who  remained  on  the  bar  from  first  offering  his 
services. 

Nor  do  I  think  the  Court  can  in  this  suit  consider  whether 
Rogers  kept  a  boat  on  the  bar  at  the  time  to  cruise  for  ves- 
sels or  not.  As  to  third  person,  so  long  as  his  warrant  is 
unrevoked,  I  think  he  must  be  considered  a  qualified  bar 
pilot.  If  Rogers  was  libellant  in  a  suit,  claiming  compen- 
sation as  ]jilot,  it  might  possibly  be  shown  in  bar  of  such 
claim  that  he  did  not  remain  on  the  bar  and  cruise  for  ves- 
sels with  a  sufficient  boat,  etc.  But  even  this  is  doubtful. 
The  Legislature  has  confided  the  administration  of  the  law 
in  these  matters  to  the  Pilot  Commissioners.  Whenever 
it  appears  that  a  pilot  is  evading  the  law  and  using  his  au- 
thority to  the  detriment  of  commerce  or  the  pilot  service, 
they  can  and  should  revoke  his  warrant. 

The  conclusion  reached  upon  this  point  renders  it  unneces- 
sary to  consider  whether  the  Act  of  1837  (5  Stat.  153)  applies 
to  this  case.  By  that  act,  the  master  of  a  vessel  upon  waters 
that  form  the  common  boundary  between  two  Stg,tes  is  author- 
ized to  take  a  pilot  from  either;  and  therefore  is  not  required 
to  take  the  first  pilot  that  offers,  but  may  take  the  second  one 
from  the  other  State,  "Whether  the  word  State,  as  used  ia 
this  Act  should  be  construed  so  as  to  include  a  territory,  is 
a  question  not  free  from  doubt.  The  case  is  within  the  mis- 
chief  intended  to  be  remedied  by  the  Act,  and  it  seems  to 
me  might  be  held  to  come  within  its  spirit  and  purview, 
without  any  violation  of  principle.  I  do  not  think  it 
comes  within  the  reasoning  or  considerations  that  controlled 
the  Court  in  Hepburn  et  al.  v.  Mlzey  (2  Cranch,  445),  in 
which  it  was  held  that  under  the  Judiciary  Act  giving  the 
National  Courts  jurisdiction  of  controversies  between  citi- 
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zens  of  different  States,  that  a  citizen  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  could  not  sue  in  such  Courts,  as  a  citizen  of  a 
State,  because  such  district  was  not  a  member  of  the  Union. 
But  waiving  this  point,  the  libellant  not  being  the  first  pilot 
to  offer  his  services  as  alleged  in  his  libel,  on  the  inward 
bound  voyage,  cannot  recover  on  that  claim. 

Upon  the  claim  for  half  pilotage,  I  find  from  the  evidence 
that  on  March  22,  between  upper  and  lower  Astoria,  and 
below  the  custom  house,  as  the  Panama  was  proceeding 
to  sea,  the  libellant  rowed  out  into  the  stream,  hailed  the 
ship,  and  offered  his  services  as  a  pilot ;  and  that  the  master 
of  the  Panama  paid  no  attention  to  the 'offer,  but  steamed 
down  the  stream  some  three  or  four  hundred  yards,  opposite 
the  wharf  at  lower  Astoria,  At  this  point  the  ship  was 
stopped,  and  Eogers,  who  appears  to  have  been  waiting  for 
her,  went  on  board  immediately  and  piloted  her  out  to  sea; 
and  that  this  all  occurred  on  what  is  understood  among  nav- 
igators who  frequent  that  harbor  as  pilot-ground.  It  does 
not  appear  that  the  limits  of  the  pilot-ground  have  ever  been 
authoritatively  defined,  and  are  only  known  from  local  usage. 

As  a  conclusion  of  fact  from  the  foregoing,  I  find  that  the 
libellant  first  offered  his  services  to  the  ship  on  this  occa- 
sion, and  assuming  that  the  Act  of  1837  does  not  apply  to  a 
water  which  is  the  boundary  between  a  State  and  a  Territory, 
the  libellant.as  against  a  territory  of  Washington  pUot,  was 
entitled  by  reason  of  such  offer  to  be  employed  or  paid  his 
claim  for  half  pilotage. 

But  it  also  appears  from  the  evidence  and  the  admission 
of  the  pleadings,  that  Eogers,  on  March  22,  was  a  duly 
licensed  steamboat  pilot,  under  the  Act  of  1852.  It  is  ad- 
mitted by  the  pleadings  that  the  Panama  is  and  was  a 
vessfel  propelled  by  steam  and  engaged  in  carrying  passen- 
gers. This  brings  her  within  the  class  of  vessels  provided 
for  in  the  Act  of  1852,  and  the  Acts  of  1838  and  1843,  of 
which  it  is  amendatory,  and  commonly  called  the  Steamboat 
Acts.  The  avowed  purpose  of  these  Acts  is,  "to  provide 
for  the  better  security  of  the  lives  of  passengers  on  board 
of  vessels  propelled  in  whole  or  in  part  by  steam."    As  a 
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means  to  this  end,  the  Act  of  1852  (10  Stat.  75)  provides  that 
"  instead  ol  the  jpresent  system  of  pilotage  of  such  vessels,  and 
the  present  mode  of  employing  engineers  on  the  same,"  there 
shall  be  a  board  of  inspectors  in  each  collection  district  who 
shall  examine,  "license  and  cia.ss,\ij  all  engineers  and  pilots  of 
steamers  carrying  passengers;"  and  that  "it  shall  be  unlawful 
for  any  person  to  employ,  or  any  person  to  serve,  as  engineer 
or  pilot  on  any  such  vessel  who  is  not  licensed  by  the  inspect- 
ors; and  any  one  so  offending  shall  forfeit  one  hundred  dol- 
lars for  each  offence." 

It  is  also  admitted  that  the  libellant  was  not  a  duly  "licensed 
pilot  under  the  Act  of  Congress  of  1852. 

But  it  is  maintained  on  his  behalf  that  Congress  did  not 
intend  by  the  passage  of  this  Act  to  supersede  the  existing 
State  laws  on  the  subject  of  pilotage,  because  it  is  said  the 
Act  does  not  expressly  so  declare — because  of  the  incon- 
venience that  would  result  from  such  construction,  and  be- 
cause it  being  eminently  proper  and  necessary  that  the 
States  should  control  this  subject  themselves,  it  is  "there- 
fore not  to  be  supposed  that  Congress  would  interfere  with 
it. 

As  to  the  power  of  Congress  in  the  premises  there  can  be 
no  doubt.  The  constitution  (Art.  I,  §  8,)  gives  Congress 
power  "to  regulate  commerce  with  foreign  nations  and 
among  the  several  States."  This  includes  the  power  to 
regulate  navigation,  and  pilot  laws  are  regulations  of  naviga- 
tion. In  Gooley  v.  The  Board  of  Wardens  (12  How.  315),  the 
Supreme  Court  say:  "That  the  power  to  regulate  commerce 
includes  the  regulation  of  navigation,  we  consider  settled. 
And  when  we  look  to  the  nature  of  the  service  performed 
by  pilots,  to  the  relation  which  that  service  and  its  com- 
pensations bear  to  navigation  between  the  several  States, 
and  between  the  ports  of  the-  United  States  and  foreign 
countries,  we  are  brought  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  regu- 
lation of  the  qualification  of  pilots,  of  the  modes  and  times 
of  offering  and  rendering  their  services,  of  the  responsibili- 
ties which  shall  rest  upon  them,  of  the  powers  they  shall 
possess,  of  the  compensation  they  may  demand,  and  of  the 
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penalties  by  which  their  rights  and  duties  may  be  enforced, 
do  constitute  regulations  of  navigation,  and  consequently  of 
commerce,  within  the  just  meaning  of  this  clause  of  the 
Constitution." 

The  power  of  Congress  being  established,  what  was  the 
intention  in  this  respect  in  the  passage  of  the  Act  of  1852  ? 
In  its  language  nothing  can  be  found  limiting  its  operation 
as  to  place.  It  expressly  applies  to  pilots  on  all  vessels  pro- 
pelled by  steam  and  carrying  passengers  upon  "the  bays, 
lakes,  rivers  and  other  waters  of  the  United  States."  As  to 
the  argument  founded  upon  the  assumed  inconvenience  and 
impropriety  of  superseding  the  State  pilot  laws  I  do  not 
assent  to  the  assumption  nor  perceive  the  force  of  the  argu- 
ment drawn  from  it.  The  question  of  convenience  and  pro- 
priety is  for  Congress  to  determine.  The  frequent .  and 
almost  wanton  loss  of  life  and  property  under  the  former 
system  of  piloting  steam  vessels  and  employing  engineers 
thereon,  and  the  inability  of  the  separate  States  to  remedy 
the  evil,  was  a  sufficient  reason,  if  any  reason  beside  its  own 
will  was  necessary,  for  the  action  of  Congress.  Nor  are  the 
Acts  of  Congress  to  be  limited  in  their  legal  import  or  re- 
strained in  their  operation,  upon  the  idea  that  some  State 
law  is  thereby  rendered  inoperative,  or  that  some  State  pre- 
fers some  other  system  or  regulation.  The  Act  of  Congress 
on  this  subject  is  paramount,  and  all  State  legislation  which 
is  inconsistent  or  in  conflict  with  its  terms,  reasonably  and 
fairly  construed,  must  give  way.  Nor  is  it  true  that  there 
is  any  presumption  in  favor  of  the  State  law  and  against  the 
Act  of  Congress,  which  in  a  doubtful  case  would  determine 
the  question  in  favor,  of  the  former.  On  the  contrary,  when, 
as  in  this  case,  the  power  over  the  subject  is  paramountly 
in  Congress  and  only  permitted  to  the  State  by  the  suffer- 
ance of  the  former,  the  presumption,  if  any,  would  be  the 
other  way.  The  vrisdom  and  necessity  of  the  Act  were 
questions  for  Congress  to  determine,  and  not  the  Court  or 
State.  There  is,  then,  no  reason  why  the  terms  of  the  Act 
should  not  be  taken  in  their  natural  and  ordinary  import,  so 
that,  when  it  declares  that  the  regulations   therein  pre- 
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scribed,  shall  be  substituted  for  tlie  present  system  of  pilot- 
age of  steam  vessels,  it  shall  be  held  and  construed  to  mean 
what  it  says.  At  the  date  of  this  Act  what  was  the  existing 
system  which  these  regulations  were  to  take  the  place  of  ? 
Certainly,  it  was  the  laws  and  usages  of  the  States  and 
ports  therein,  regulating  and  governing  the  subject  of  pilots 
and  pilotage  of  steam  vessels.  The  regulations  of  the  Act 
were  to  be  instead  of — to  take  the  place  of  this  system  of  the 
States.  Wherever  this  system  existed,  in  this  respect  it  was 
to  be  cTmnged  and  superseded  by  the  establishment  of  these 
regulations.  Is  the  Columbia  river  ^bar  in  any  way  exempt 
from  the  operation  of  these  general  words  ?  It  is  a  water  of 
the  United  States,  and  at  the  date  of  the  Act  there  was  a 
State  system  of  pilotage  for  steam  vessels  upon  it.  As  the 
State  system  did  not'  extend  beyond  the  waters  and  ports 
within  its  limits,  there  can  be  no  ground  for  presuming  or 
assuming  that  the  proposed  change  was  intended  to  be  con- 
fined to  the  high  seas — as  in  such  case  the  act  would  work 
no  change  at  all.  Because  the  State  has  a  system  of  pilot- 
age upon  the  Columbia  bar  with  which  these  "regulations" 
interfere,  so  far  as  steam  vessels  are  concerned,  is  the  sub- 
stantial reason  urged  why  the  bar  should  be  considered  as 
not  within  the  provision  of  the  Act.  If  this  had  been  the 
intention  of  Congress  in  passing  the  Act,  instead  of  declar- 
ing, as  it  did,  that  the  regulations  therein  should  take  the 
place  of  the  then  existing  system,  it  would  have  read  some- 
what in  this  wise:  "The  following  regulations  shall  be 
observed  instead  of  the  present  system  of  pilotage  for  steam 
vessels — that  is  the  State  pilot  laws  and  usages — only  where 
the  present  system  does  not  exist." 

I  am  satisfied  that  the  Act  applies  to  the  employment  of 
.  pUots  on  steam  vessels  engaged  in  carrying  passengers, 
throughout  the  whole  voyage  and  every  part  of  it.  It  is 
made  a  crime  for  the  master  of  any  such  vessel  to  employ 
any  one  as  a  pilot  unless  first  licensed  by  the  United  States 
Inspectors,  or  for  any  one  not  having  such  license  to  be  so 
employed.  For  the  greater  security  of  life,  it  seems  to  have 
been  the  intention  of  Congress  to  no  longer  leave  this  sub- 
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ject  to  the  conflicting  and  inefficient  legislation  of  the  several 
States,  or  the  total  lack  of  it,  but  to  provide  a  general  rule 
and  uniform  authority  for  examining  and  licensing  pilots 
for  steam  vessels;  men  who  were  not  merely  acquainted  with 
the  channels,  rocks  and  shoals  of  a  particular  water  or  route, 
but  also  with  the  machinery,  action  and  motive  power  of 
steam  vessels,  and  who  were  competent  to  control  and 
handle  them  under  any  or  all  emergencies.  A  bar  pilot  un- 
der the  State  system  may  be  a  good  seaman  and  familiar 
with  the  currents,  tides  and  shoals  of  his  pilot-ground,  but 
this  alone  is  not  sufficient  to  qualify  him  to  take  charge  of  a 
steam  vessel. 

The  difficulty  suggested  by  counsel,  that  pilots  licensed 
by  the  United  States  Inspectors  would  be  wanting  in  local 
knowledge  is  possible,  but  not  very  probable.  The  inspect- 
ors are  to  inquire  diligently  into  the  qualifications  of  the 
applicant,  and  for  this  purpose  may  examine  witnesses. 
One  of  the  necessary  qualifications  of  a  pUot  for  any  vessel 
is  a  knowledge  of  the  particular  pilot-ground  for  which  he 
is  licensed.  The  inspectors  are  appointed  within  collection 
districts,  and  their  licenses  are  for  routes  withia  such  dis- 
•  trict.  They  may,  with  good  reason,  be  supposed  to  have  as 
much  knowledge  and  means  of  information  in  the  premises 
as  a  board  of  pilot  commissioners  appointed  by  the  State. 
As  yet  no  inspectors  have  been  provided  for  this  district, 
and  the  administration  of  the  Act  in  this  respect  has  de- 
volved upon  the  supervising  inspector  living  upon  the  At- 
lantic coast.  Under  this  state  of  things,  it  is  not  to  be 
expected  that  the  examination  of  pilots  and  engineers  would 
be  very  thorough  or  frequent,  and  such  I  understand  has 
been  the  fact.  But  as  soon  as  the  importance  of  the  matter 
is  brought  to  the  attention  of  Congress,  inspectors  will 
doubtless  be  provided  for  this  district,  and  this  difficulty 
wiU  be  obviated.  The  Act  only  so  far  abrogates  the  State 
system  as  to  require  that  a  steam  vessel,  carrying  passen- 
gers, shall  be  under  charge  o|  a  pilot  licensed  by  its  au- 
thority.    The  compensation  of  pilots,  the  manner  and  times 


DECEMBER,  1861.  39 


^     J.  P.  O.  Lownsdale  v.  The  City  of  Portland,  and  others. 

of  offering  their  services,  still  remain,  until  Congress  sees 
proper  to  provide  otherwise,  legitimate  subjects  of  State 
legislation. 

The  libellant,  although  he  first  offered  his  services  to  the 
Panama,  as  she  was  outward  bound,  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover his  claim  for  half -pilotage.  The  law  of  the  State  un- 
der which  he  claims,  as  to  the  necessary  qualifications  for 
piloting  the  Panama,  was  abrogated  by  the  Act  of  Con- 
gress. The  libellant  was  prohibited  under  a  penalty  of  one 
hundred  dollars  from  being  employed  on  her  as  a  pilot  and 
the  master  in  the  like  sum  from  employing  him. 

Decree,  that  the  libel  be  dismissed,  and  that  the  claim- 
ants recover  of  the  libellant  and  his  sureties  their  costs. 

George  H.  Cartkr,  for  libellant. 

David  Logan,  for  claimants. 
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J.  P.  0.  LOWNSDALE  v.  THE  CITY  OF  POETLAND, 
GEOEGE  C.  EOBBINS,  JACOB  DAVIDSON,  A.  D. 
SHELBY,  JACOB  STITZEL,  WILLIAM  S.  HIOGINS, 
J.  C.  AINSWOETH,  M.  M.  LUCAS,  EEASMUS  D. 
SHATTTJCK,  ABSALOM  B.  HALLOCK,  ORVILLE  EIS- 
LEY  AND  JAMES  H.  LAPPEUS. 

A  dedication  of  land  in  Oregon  to  public  use  by  an  occupant  thereof,  prior 
to  September  27,  1850,  does  not  bind  or  estop  a  subsequent  occupant  of 
the  same  lands. 

The  exhibition  or  publication  of  a  map  or  plan  of  a  town  by  the  proprietor 
thereof,  upon  -which  certain  spaces  are  marked  as  streets  and  public 
squares,  is  eTidence  of  a  dedication  of  such  spaces  to  public  use  as  streets 
and  squares. 

When  a  dedication  of  ground  to  public  uses  is  attempted  to  be  established 
by  proof  of  casual  conversations  and  remarks  by  the  owner,  susceptible  of 
various  meanings  and  constructions,  such  proof  should  be  closely  scruti- 
nized, and,  unless  in  harmony  with  the  established  circumstances  of  the 
case,  but  little  heeded. 
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As  against  the  general  owner,  a  dedication  of  land  to  public  use  is  not  to  be 
presumed,  but  must  be  proved;  and  when  the  evidence  consists  of  the 
parol  acts  and  declarations  of  such  owner,  they  ought  to  be  of  such  public 
and  deliberate  character  as  to  be  generally  known  and  not  of  doubtful 
import. 

The  adoption,  by  the  Common  Council  of  Portland,  of  a  map  upon  which 
Front  street  is  represented  as  being  bounded  by  two  parallel  lines,  so  as 
not  to  include  a  strip  of  land  lying  between  it  and  the  Wallamet  river  on 
the  east,  is  a  solemn  admission  by  the  corporation  of  Portland  that  said 
strii)  of  land  is  not  a  part  of  Front  street. 

A  release  without  covenants  by  a  party  in  possession  does  not  affect  an  after- 
acquired  estate  in  the  same  lands  by  the  releasor. 

Deady,  J.  This  suit  was  commenced  November  9, 1860,  to 
enjoin  the  defendants  from  trespassing  upon  lots  1,  2  and  3 
in  block  74  of  the  town  of  Portland,  and  to  quiet  the  title  of 
complainant  thereto.  On  June  8,  it  was  heard  upon  excep- 
tions for  impertinence  to  the  amended  answer.  On  December 
5,  it  was  finally  heard  upon  the  amended  bill,  answer  thereto 
and  proofs,  and  submitted  on  written  arguments  afterwards 
filed,  and  taken  under  advisement. 

By  his  amended  bill  the  complainant  alleges  that  he  is  a 
citizen  of  Indiana;  that  he  is  the  legal  owner  and  entitled 
to  the  exclusive  possession  of  lots  1,  2  and  3  in  block  74  in 
^e  town  of  Portland,  and  has  been  seized  in  fee  of  the  same 
and  had  the  possession  thereof  since  about  January  1, 1853; 
that  in  pursuance  of  a  long-contemplated  purpose,  about 
July  1,  1859,  he  caused  piles  to  be  driven  and  the  frame- 
work for  wharves  to  be  erected  on  said  lots,  and  that  said 
improvements  are  of  the  value  of  about  11,000;  that  said 
improvements  were  made  without  objection  or  hindrance  on 
the  part  of  the  defendants,  but  that  the  defendants  have 
since  threatened  to  remove,  tear  down  and  destroy  the  same, 
and  have  arrested  the  agents  and  employes  of  complainant 
engaged  on  said  improvements,  and  now  hold  them  in  cus- 
tody without  authority  of  law;  that  the  defendants  falsely 
and  wrongfully  allege  that  the  .town  of  Portland  has  some 
right  or  title  in  and  to  said  lots  adverse  to  the  complainant, 
and  by  reason  thereof  defendants  make  said  threats  and 
will  execute  them  unless  restrained,  but  that  said  town  has 
no  right  or  interest  in  such  lots  either  at  law  or  in  equity; 
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that  said  lots  are  worth  about  $12,000,  but  if  the  defendants 
be  permitted  to  execute  said  threats,  they  will  be  valueless 
to  eomplainant,  and  the  complainant  will  suffer  great  and  irre- 
parable damage;  and  that  by  reason  of  the  false  and  wrong- 
ful representations  aforesaid,  many  persons  suspect  that 
complainant's  title  is  invalid,  with  a  prayer  for  a  perpetual 
injunction. 

The  separate  amended  answer  of  the  town  of  Portland 
denies  the  material  allegations  of  the  amended  bill,  and 
then  pleads  by  way  of  answer  that  in  the  year  1845,  the 
present  site  of  Portland  was  laid  off  in  blocks,  lots,  streets, 
squares,  and  a  levee,  by  Prancis  W.  Pettigrove  and  Ab- 
bot L.  Lovejoy,  and  that  said  streets,  squares  and  levee, 
were  dedicated  to  the  use  of  the  public  by  said  P.  and  L. 
forever ;  that  the  people  of  Portland  accepted  such  dedica- 
tion, and  occupied  and  possessed  the  same  up  to  the  year 
1849,  when  the  said  P.  and  L.  transferred  all  their  right  to 
the  land  claim  upon  which  the  town  was  laid  out  to  Daniel 
H.  Lownsdale,  and  that  said  D.  H.  L.  recognized  and 
affirmed  said  dedication,  and  did  particularly  represent  and 
state  that  the  strip  of  land  now  called  the  levee  and  then 
Water  street,  was  public  property,  and  by  reason  of  such 
representations  did  sell  lots  adjoining  thereto  at  enhanced 
prices ;  and  that  the  people  of  Portland  have  always  had 
the  use  of  the  same  except  where  wrongfully  deprived  of  it 
by  private  claimants,  and  that  D.  H.  L.  has  never  paid  any 
taxes  on  said  lots;  that  the  premises  in  controversy  are 
within  said  dedication,  and  D.  H.  L.  claims  to  have  ac- 
quired title  to  the  same  since  such  dedication,  and  that  the 
complainant  claims  through  said  D.  H.  L.,  and  is  therefore 
barreH  from  asserting  any  interest  in  the  premises  as  against 
this  defendant.  And  for  further  answer,  that  the  town  is 
authorized  by  its  charter  to  prevent  and  remove  nuisances 
and  obstructions  from  the  streets  and  the  Wallamet  river 
within  its  limits,  and  that  the  Common  'Council  thereof  on 
August  2,  1860,  passed  an  ordinance  to  prevent  and  remove 
obstructions  from  the  Wallamet  river  and  the  levee  thereon, 
between  Washington  and  Main  streets. 
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The  defendant,  Orville  Eisley,  by  his  separate  answer 
says  that  by  virtue  of  his  office  of  Recorder,  and  the  or- 
dinance of  August  2,  1860,  he  issued  a  warrant  for  the 
arrest  of  the  agents  and  employes  of  the  complainant  en- 
gaged in  erecting  improvements  on  the  lots  in  question. 

The  defendant,  James  H.  Eappeus,  by  his  separate  answer 
says  that  by  virtue  of  his  office  of  Marshal  and  the  warrant 
aforesaid  he  arrested  the  agents  and  employes  aforesaid. 

From  the  pleadings  and  proofs  certain  facts  appear  to  be 
established  in  this  case,  which  it  will  be  well  to  state  in 
their  chronological  order,  before  proceeding  to  investigate 
those  that  are  controverted  and  about  which  doubts  may 
exist. 

,  Sometime  in  1845  Pettigrove  and  Lovejoy  took  up  the 
land  claim  of  640  acres  upon  which  the  town  of  Portland  is 
now  built  and  occupied  it  until  September  22,  1848,  under 
the  land  law  of  the  provisional  government,  the  title  thereto 
being  in  the  United  States,  during  which  time  they  laid  out 
some  pprtion  of  it  in  blocks,  lots  and  streets,  and  that  on 
said  September  22  they  abandoned  or  transferred  their 
possession  to  Daniel  H.  Lownsdale,  and  that  sometime  in 
the  year  1849,  Stephen  Coffin  and  W.  W.  Chapman  became 
joint  occupants  and  interested  in  the  possession  of  the.  land 
claim  with  D.  H.  L.  That  afterwards  saidD.  H.  L.,  under 
the  Donation  Act  of  September  27,  1850  (9  Stat.  497),  be- 
came a  settler  upon  one  third  of  such  land  claim,  including  the 
premises  in  controversy,  and  by  virtue  of  the  required  four 
years  residence  and  cultivation,  as  evidenced  by  the  donation 
certificate,  became  the  legal  owner  thereof,  and  on  September 
20,  1851,  by  deed  duly  executed,  conveyed  said  lot  3,  and 
on  January  1,  1853,  said  lots  1  and  2,  to  complainant*  that 
on  April  29,  1852,  the  Common  Council  of  Portland,  by 
resolution,  adopted  the  plat  of  the  town  "drawn  by  John 
Brady  as  the  city  ^lot,"  and  that  said  Council,  by  ordinance, 
passed  August  2,  1860,  asserted  the  strip  of  land  east  of 
Front  street  to  be  a  public  levee,  and  provided  for  removing 
all  obstructions  therefrom,  which  ordinance  was  by  said 
Council  repealed  on  Jijne  14,    1861,    and    on  August  6, 
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1861,  said  Council  passed  an  ordinance  declaring  said  strip 
of  land  to  be  private  property,  and  permitted  tl^e  holders 
thereof  to  build  wharves,  wharf -houses  and  docks  thereon; 
that  in  the  years  1854  and  1858  the  town  of  Portland  assessed 
the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  taxation,  and  that  said  taxes 
were  paid  to  the  to  win  by  D.  H.  L.  for  complainant;  and  that 
D.  H.  L.,  on  April  20,  1851,  and  for  six  successive  weeks 
thereafter,  published  a  notice  intheweekly  Oregfoixtan,  apaper 
of  general  circulation  in  the  town  of  Portland,  that  he  claimed 
the  land  east  of  Frontstreet,  including  the  premises  in  con- 
troversy, and  warned  all  persons  from  trespassing  thereon. 

Both  parties  admit  the  title  of  D.  H.  L.  The  complain- 
ant claims  under  him  by  a  paper  title  which  has  been  satis- 
factorily proved.  He  is  also  shown  to  have  been  in  the 
actual  possession  of  the  premises  at  the  commencement  of 
this  suit  and  as  far  back  as  July  of  the  same  year.  Whether 
the  premises  were  actually  occupied  by  him  before  that  time 
does  not  distinctly  appear;  but  the  title  draws  to  it  the  pos- 
session and  he  would  be  presumed  to  have  it,  if  material  to 
his  rights,  unless  the  contrary  were  shown.  The  defendant 
also  claims  under  D.  H.  L.  by  dedication  to  public  use. 
The  defendant  alleges  that  this  dedication  was  originally 
made  by  P.  and  L.,  but  this  allegation  is  not  supported  by 
any  evidence  whatever.  On  the  contrary  the  evidence  tends 
to  show  that  P.  and  L.  held  and  occupied  the  property  now 
called  the  levee  as  private  property.  They  had  upon  it  a 
private  wharf  and  slaughter-house,  and  used  them  as  such. 

But  if  the  fact  were  otherwise,  and  it  appeared  beyond 
doubt  that  P.  and  L.  did  make  such  dedication,  it  would  be 
immaterial.  They  had  nothing  in  the  land  to  dedicate. 
They  were  mere  occupants  of  the  public  land;  had  only  the 
naked  possession,  which  terminated  with  such  occupancy, 
and  could  not  by  any  act  of  theirs  charge  the  lands  in  the 
hands  of  any  subsequent  occupant  with  any  easement  or  en- 
cumbrance whatever.  This  question  was  fully  considered 
and  discussed  when  this  case  was  before  the  Court  on  excep- 
tions for  impertinence.* 


*LownsdaU  v.  The  Ciiy  of  FoHland  el  al,  ante, 
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It  is  also  alleged  that  D.  H.  L.,  after  lie  came  into  the  pos- 
session of  the  land  claim,  ratified  and  confirmed  such  dedi- 
cation by  general  representations  to  the  public,  as  well  as 
particular  ones  made  to  persons  to  whom  he  sold  lots  lying 
contiguous  to  said  levee.  Neither  is  this  allegation  sup- 
ported by  any  evidence  whatever.  And  from  the  fact  that 
no  such  general  or  special  representations  have  been  proven, 
although  if  made  the  fact  must  be  known  to  many  persons 
now  living  here,  I  conclude  that  the  allegation  is  absolutely 
untrue  as  well  as  unproved. 

This  disposes  of  the  question  of  dedication  so  far  as  it 
distinctly  appears  upon  the  pleadings ;  but  on  the  trial  evi- 
dence was  offered  to  show  a  special  and  original  dedication 
by  D.  H.  L.,  jointly  with  Coffin  and  Chapman  after  they 
had  been  admitted  into  the  possession  of  the  land  claim  with 
him.  In  considering  this  evidence,  it  is  well  to  bear  in 
mind  that  D.  H.  L.  was  "the  owner  of  this  property,  and 
that  the  biirden  of  proof  is  upon  the  town  to  show  such 
dedication.  It  should  be  clear  and  cogent,  and  when  it  con- 
sists of  casual  and  disjointed  conversations  and  remarks, 
often  indifferent  in  themselves  and  susceptible  of  various 
interpretations  and  colorings,  owing  to  the  prepossessions 
and  prejudices  of  the  witnesses  who  detail  them,  it  should 
be  closely  scrutinized,  and  unless  in  harmony  with  the  es- 
tablished circumstances  of  the  case,  but  little  heeded. 
Security  and  certainty  of  title  to  real  property  are  among 
the  most  important  objects  of  the  law  in  any  civilized  com- 
munity. Any  act  intended  and  permitted  to  affect  the  own- 
ership or  use  of  such  property  the  law  requires  to  be  done 
or  suffered  with  certain  solemnities  and  formalities,  so  that 
the  fact  may  be  read  and  known  of  all  men.  What  is  shown 
to  have  once  belonged  to  a  person  he  is  not  presumed  to  have 
parted  with ;  but  the  fact,  if  claimed,  must  be  satisfactorily 
proved.  And,  although  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  a  dedi- 
cation of  streets  and  public  grounds  in  towns  may  be  shown 
by  acts  and  declarations  in  parol,  they  ought  to  be  of  such 
a  public  and  deliberate  character  as  would  make  them  gen- 
erally known,  and  not  of  doubtful  import.     Of  this  charac- 
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ter  are  th.e  exhibition  or  publishing  of  a  map  of  a  town, 
witli  certain  spaces  marked  thereon  as  streets  or  public 
squares. 

But  it  is  too  apparent  to  admit  of  doubt  that  the  intro- 
duction of  this  evidence  was  an  indirect  attempt  on  the  part 
of  defendant  to  avail  itself  of  the  release  which  was  held 
to  be  invalid  and  insufficient  for  this  purpose  on  the  excep- 
tions to  the  amended  answer  for  impertinence.  The  only 
witnesses  who  speak  of  this  alleged  dedication,  are  W.  W. 
Chapman  and  Shubrick  Norris,  and  they  both  state  that  it 
occurred  in  the  summer  of  1850,  and  that  it  was  the  contro- 
versy which  resulted  in  this  release.    . 

Now,  the  nature  of  that  transaction  seems  to  have  been 
this :  From  the  time  of  his  occupation  of  the  claim  to  July, 
1850,  D.  H.  L.  appears  to  have  been  in  the  undisputed  pos- 
session of  the  strip  of  land  now  called  the  levee,  east  of 
Water,  now  called  Front,  street,  as  much  so  at  least  as  of  any 
other  undisposed  part  of  it.  Up  to  this  time  no  one  has  been 
found  who  ever  heard  even  of  any  dedication  of  this  land  to 
the  public  by  any  one,  let  alone  D.  H.  L.  In  the  fall  of 
1848  he  is  shown  to  have  kept  a  private  wharf  upon  it,  for 
hire.  The  person  who  attended  the  wharf  testifies  to  the 
fact.  The  wharf  was  afterward  accidentally  carried  o£f 
by  the  river.  In  April,  1850,  D.  H.  L.  had  the  town  sur- 
veyed by  E.  V.  Short,  who  then  laid  off  this  strip  of  land 
into  fractional  blocks  and  lots,  which  were  openly  sold  to 
the  public.  By  this  survey,  Front  street,  instead  of  extend- 
ing to  the  WaUamet  river,  was  bounded  on  the  east  by  a  line 
parallel  with  the  west  side  of  it,  making  a  street  of  the  usual 
width  of  other  streets  in  the  town,  and  continuing  the  streets 
that  crossed  it  at  right  angles  to  the  water.  After  all  this, 
in  July,  1850,  while  a  building  was  going  up  in  one  of  these 
fractional  blocks  east  of  Front  street,  Parrish,  the  occupant 
of  a  lot  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  street,  commenced  a 
suit  to  enjoin  the  erection  of  the  building.  At  this  time  D. 
H.  L.  was  in  San  Francisco.  He  came  home  soon  after, 
and,  on  hearing  of  the  matter,  said  to  Chapman,  who  had 
acted  as  his  agent  in  his  absence,  that  he  had  not  intended 
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to  Jbave  tliat  piece  of  ground  built  upon,  but  intended  it  for 
wharves.  Apart  from  the  written  release,  this  is  the  only 
word  of  D.  H.  L.'s,  one  way  or  the  other,  that  the  defendant 
has  shown  upon  the  subject  of  this  alleged  dedication. 

Does  it  amount  to  a  dedication,  or  imply  that  one  had  been 
made  ?  Certainly  not,  even  when  considered  apart  from  the 
strong  qualifying  circumstances;  but  when  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  his  continued  and  open  acts  of  ownership  and 
occupation  before  or  since,  it  would  be  preposterous  to  draw 
any  such  inference  from  this  single  expression.  The  declara- 
tion is  one  which  might  very  naturally  and  properly  be  made 
by  a  town  proprietor,  upon  finding  that  his  agent,  in  his 
absence,  had  authorised  or  permitted  an  ordinary  building 
to  be  erected  on  a  block  which  he  had  reserved  or  set  apart 
to  build  a  wharf  upon.  The  words  plainly  imply  a  private 
ownership  on  the  part  of  D.  H.  L.  inconsistent  with  an 
existing  public  use,  and  a  purpose  to  have  used  it  in  the 
future  as 'a  private  wharf -ground  for  his  own  benefit.  How- 
ever, in  the  language  of  witness  Chapman,  for  the  purpose 
of  "  buying  peace  "  and  getting  rid  of  the  suit  which  would 
disparage  and  prevent  the  settlement  and  growth  of  the  new 
town — then  struggling  for  recognition  as  a  place  of  promise 
and  future  importance — a  compromise  was  arranged  by 
which  L.  C.  and  C.  agreed  to  release  to  the  public  that  por- 
tion of  said  strip  of  land  lying  between  Main  and  Washing- 
ton streets,  which  includes  block  74,  on  condition  that  «aid 
suit  should  be  dismissed.  This  condition  was  never  per- 
formed, and  the  release  never  took  effect. 

Doubtless,  from  thence  until  the  fall  term  of  the  Court 
in  which  the  suit  was  pending  and  to  be  dismissed,  the 
understanding  of  all  parties  was  that  according  to  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  terms  of  this  compromise,  the  above  men- 
tioned portion  of  said  strip  of  land  was  to  be  left  open  to 
public  use  as  a  levee  or  landing.  This  period  was  about 
one  month.  But  the  suit  was  not  dismissed.  It  was  kept 
hanging  over  the  town  and  retarding  its  growth  to  the 
special  injury  of  the  releasors.  Whatever  the  cause  for  this 
failure  to  perform  the  condition  in  the  release,  it  was  no 


DECEMBEB,   1861.  47 


J.  P.  O.  Lownsdale  u.  The  City  of  Portland,  and  others. 

fault  of  tlie  releasor,  D.  H.  L.,  and  the  public  took  nothing 
by  the  transaction. 

I  have  been  induced  to  state  the  particulars  of  this  trans- 
action, which  is  here  sought  to  be  distorted  into  an  absolute 
dedication,  by  keeping  out  of  sight  the  release  itself,  while 
showing  the  general  impression  of  the  public  and  the  casual 
conduct  of  the  releasors  after  it  was  executed  and  before  it 
was  known  that  its  conditions  would  not  be  complied  with, 
more  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  claim  of  the  de- 
fendant is  without  any  merit,  than  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining its  legal  effect.  _ 

Upon  the  exceptions  for  impertinence  in  this  case  the 
Court  held  that  if  the  release  had  been  unconditional,  being 
a  mere  quitclaim  without  covenant  from  a  mere  occupant 
having  no  title,  it  would  not  bar  the  releasor  from  asserting 
the  after  acquired  title  from  the  United  States.*  The  rule 
of  law  upon  this  question  is  established  beyond  doubt.  The 
authorities  go  in  one  unbroken  current  to  the  effect  stated. 

But  not  only  has  the  defendant  failed  to  prove  a  dedica- 
tion to  public  use,  but  upon  the  whole  evidence,  it  satisfac- 
torily appears,  that  there  never  was  any  such  dedication  or 
intention  to  make  it,  apart  from  the  proceedings  connected 
with  the  giving  of  the  release.  The  map  drawn  by  John 
Brady  from  the  survey  of  Short,  is  in  evidence.  The  latter 
recognizes  it  and  testifies  that  it  was  made  from  his  survey. 
The  map  is  without  date,  but  it  is  proven  that  the  Short 
survey  was  made  in  the  spring  of  1850,  and  Short  also  testi- 
fies that  he  saw  the  Brady  map  in  Portland  in  the  fall  of 
that  year.  From  the  inspection  of  that  map  it  plainly  ap- 
pears that  Front  street  is  bounded  by  two  parallel  lines,  and 
that  the  strip  of  land  between  the  east  line  of  said  street 
and  the  Wallamet  river  is  laid  off  in  blocks  and  lots  vary- 
ing in  depth  with  the  meanderings  of  the  river.  Nothing 
appearing  to  the  contrary,  this  fact  alone  is  sufficient  to  de- 
cide the  question  against  the  defendant.  Nor  is  this  all; 
the  defendant,  on  April  29,  1852,  by  a  resol^^tion  of  its 
Common  Council,  deliberately  recognized  and  adopted  this 

■     *Lotmsdale  v.  The  Cily  of  Portland  et  al.,  aiite,  1, 
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map  as  a  correct  representation  of  the  plat  of  tlie  streets  and 
blocks  and  lots  delineated  thereon.  In  the  year  1854  the 
corporate  authorities  assessed  the  premises  in  controversy 
as  private  property  and  collected  the  tax  in  1855.  The  same 
thing  was  done  in  1858.  D.  H.  L.  always  claimed  this  so- 
called  levee  as  private  property  and  constantly  asserted  his 
right  to  it,  by  notice  to  the  public,  by  sales  of  .portions  of 
it,  by  actual  occupation  from  time  to  time,  and  by  payment 
of  taSes  levied  thereon  by  defendant.  Even  since  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit  the  defendant  has,  by  two  different 
ordinances  passed  by  its  Commoq  Council,  deliberately 
admitted  that  the  levee  was  private  property.  (Ordinances  of 
June  14  and  August  6,  1861  j. 

The  complainant  is  shown  to  be  the  legal  owner  of  the 
premises,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  they  were  ever  dedi- 
cated to  public  use  by  the  grantor  of  the '  complainant,  or 
any  one  else.  The  defendant  did,  and  was  threatening  and 
proceeding  to  continue  to  commit  the  trespasses  complaiaed 
under  a  claim  of  right  or  use  in  the  premises. 

Decree,  that  the  town  of  Portland,  and  the  corporate  au- 
thorities thereof,  of  whatever  name  or  nature,  be  perpetually 
enjoined  from  asserting  any  right,  title,  or  interest  in.  said 
premises,  or  in  any  way  trespassing  upon  or  molesting  the 
complainant  in  the  occupation  and  use  thereof  by  reason  of 
the  supposed  dedication  in  its  answer  alleged  and  set  up, 
and  for  costs. 

George  H.  WiUiams,  W.  W.  Page,  and  A.  G.  Gthhs.  for 
complainant. 

George  Cariter  and  John  H.  Mitchel,  for  defendant. 
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In  a  suit  forseaman's  wages  the  maxim  that  "  freight  is  the  mother  of  wages  " 
does  not  apply  to  a  voyage  commenced  and  intended  to  be  made  in  bal- 
last, for  in  such  case  it  was  n(rt  expected  that  freight  would  or  could  be 
earned. 

A  contract  to  ship  as  seaman  on  a  trading  -voyage  on  the  coast,  without  any 
definite  stipulation  as  to  the  time  (5r  place  of  termination  of  the  voyage,' 
when  justice  to  the  seaman  requires  it,  will  be  held  void. 

A  contract  entered  into  between  master  and  seaman,  at  sea,  changing  the 
terms  or  duration  of  the  original  contract,  should  be  closely  scrutinized, 
and  if  prejudicial  to  the  seaman's  interest,  disregarded. 

Deady,  J.  This  is  a  suit  by  David  "Waling  for  seaman's 
wages.  The  libel  alleges  that  the  libellant  shipped,  without 
signing  articles,  on  the  sloop  Christina,  at  Port  Townsend, 
W.  T.,  on  October  28,  1861,  on  a  voyage  via  Bellingham 
bay  to  Portland  and  back,  upon  the  agreement  that  at  Port- 
land the  master  would  purchase  a  cargo  'of  apples  and  carry 
them  to  Port  Townsend,  and  give  the  libellant  one  third  of 
the  profits  as  his  wages ;  that  the  sloop  proceeded  to  Port- 
land via  Bellingham  bay  in  ballast,  where  she  arrived  about 
November  20 ;  that  the  master  did  not  purchase  the  cargo 
of  apples,  but  after  remaining  at  Portland  until  December 
17,  sailed  for  Shoalwater  bay  and  elsewhere,  without  no- 
tice to  libellant,  and  without  payment  of  his  wages ;  and 
that  libellant  remained  on  said  sloop  and  ^id  his  duty  as 
seaman  thereon  between  October  28  and  December  17, 
aforesaid. 

The  master,  George  Thompson,  intervening  for  the  inter- 
est of  the  owner,  J.  K.  Thorndyke,  answered  the  libel, 
denying  the  allegations  thereof,  and  alleging  that  libellant 
shipped  at  Port  Townsend  on  a  general  coasting  voyage,  to 
go  wherever  the  interests  of  trade  might  require;  that  the 
libellant  was  to  have  one  third  of  the  profits  of  the  voyage 
for  his  wages;  that  the  master  gave  libellant  notice  of  the 
sailing  of  the  sloop  from  Portland,  and  libellant  refused  to 
go;  that  the  sloop  Christina  is  a  coasting  vessel  of  13f| 
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tons  burden,  and  up  to  the  time  libellant  left  her  she  had 
not  earned  expenses,  and  therefore  the  libellant  is  not  enti- 
tled to  any  sum  as  wages. 

The  master  and  two  seamen,  Quaile  and  Fisher,  were 
examined  as  witnesses  on  behalf  of  the  libellant.  No  testi- 
mony was  offered  by  the  claimant.  Quaile  sailed  in  the 
sloop  from  Port  Townsend,  and  Fisher  was  shipped  just 
before  the  sloop  left  Portland  for  Shoalwater  bay. 

The  master  is  the  J)rinoipal  witness.  His  statements  on 
the  stand  do  not  agree  in  some  material  respects  with  the 
allegations  of  the  answer.  Besides,  the  inquiry  involves 
the  propriety  of  his  own  conduct  in  the  transaction  to  such 
an  extent  that-  the  Court  is  inclined  to  take  his  statements 
with  allowance.  In  the  answer,  he  denies  unqualifiedly  that 
the  libellant  shipped  for  a  voyage  to  BeUingham  bay,  thence 
to  Portland,  and  thence  back  to  the  port  of  departure  or 
either  of  them.  On  the  stand,  he  admits  that  the  sloop  sailed 
for  Portland  to  touqh  at  BeUingham  bay,  where  he  expected 
to  load  with  coal  for  Portland,  but,  not  obtaining  the  coal,  she 
proceeded  in  ballast  for  the  latter  port.  He  also  admitted 
that  he  expected  to  meet  a  draft 'in  Portland,  with  which  he 
intended  to  buy  a  cargo  of  apples,  or  something  else,  and 
return  with  it  to  Port  Townsend  or  Victoria,  but  that  he  did 
not  receive  the  draft  or  he  would  have  done  so. 

From  the  testimony  of  Koth  the  master  and  Quaile,  it 
appears  that  when  the  sloop  was  about  to  sail  from  Port 
Townsend,  the  master  asked  the  libellant  if  he  would  go 
with  him  on  her  to  Portland;  that  the  libellant  replied  in 
the  affirmative  and  went  aboard,  as  far  as  appears,  without 
any  stipulation  as  to  the  terminus  of  the  voyage,  other  than 
that  implied  in  the  request  and  consent  to  go  to  Portland, 
or  the  rate  or  mode  of  payment  of  his  wages. 

The  master  also  testified,  that  when  at  sea  four  or  five 
days,  he  told  libellant  that  he  expected  money  at  Portland 
to  buy  a  cargo  of  apples,  which  he  expected  to  take  to  Port 
Townsend;  that  he  was  to  have  one  third  of  the  profits  of 
the  voyage,  and  he  would  give  libellant  the  same  which  the 
latter  assented  to;  but  insists  that  this  understanding  was 
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subject  to  his  right  to  go  any  where  else,  in  his  discretion, 
on  a  general  trading  voyage  on  the  coast,  and  that  there  was 
no  explicit  understanding  how  long  libellant  was  to  remain 
on  board. 

Quaile  testifies,  that  after  the  first  hiring  at  Port  Town- 
send,  he  heard  the  master  tell  libellant  that  he  would  give 
him  the  same  wages  that  he  got  himself,  and  that  he  heard 
the  draft  mentioned  at  same  time,  but  nothing  said  about 
apples.  When  this  conversation  took  place,  the  witness  does 
not  state,  except  that  it  was  after  the  first  hiring  at  Port 
Townsend.  From  the  similarity  of  the  circumstances,  it  is 
reasonable  to  infer  that,  so  far  as  it  goes,  it  is  a  part  of  the 
conversation  testified  to  by  the  master  as  occurring  four  or 
five  days  at  sea. 

The  master  testified  that  he  did  not  get  the  draft  at  Port- 
land, and  in  consequence  did  not  purchase  the  cargo  of 
apples  and  return  with  them  to  Port  Townsend,  as  he  con- 
templated or  might  have  done,  and  that  after  remaining  at 
Portland  until  December  17,  he  "took  a  cargo  of  freight  for 
Shoalwater  Bay,  with  the  intention  of  returning  to  Portland 
vnth  a  cargo  of  oysters;  that  on  that  day,  in  the  afternoon, 
he  informed  libeUant  of  the  intended  voyage — that  he  might 
sail  in  ten  minutes  or  three  days — but  when  the  sloop  was 
ready,  he  intended  to  sail,  if  he  went  alone;  and  that  libel- 
lant might  make  the  voyage,  if  he  wanted  to,  which  he  re- 
fused. In  the  course  of  the  evening  of  that  day,  it  appears 
that  a  conversation  occurred  at  Shelby's  store,  between  the 
libellant,  his  proctor,  the  master  and  Shelby's  clerk,  from 
which  it  is  pretty  evident  that  the  libellant  then  contem- 
plated arresting  the  vessel  for  his  wages,  and  that  the  master 
and  clerk  were  aware  of  or  suspected  that  such  was  his  in- 
tention. At  that  time  the  master  said,  in  the  presence  of 
the  libellant,  that  he  would  sail  in  the  morning,  but  he 
testifies  that  afterwards  the  clerk  advised  him  to  sail  that 
night,  which  he  did  do — getting  under  way  about  eight 
o'clock.  The  wind  was  very  light,  and  at  Sauve's  Island,  a 
distance  of  about  eight  miles,  he  laid  by  until  the  forenoon 
of  the  next  day,  when  he  proceeded  down  the  Columbia 


52  DISTEIOT  OP  OREGON, 

The  Christina. 

river  with  a  liglit  wind,  pulling  and  drifting  some  of  the 
time.  There  was  a  strong  current  in  the  river  and  no  per- 
ceptible tide. 

At  the  time  of  sailing  libella,nt's  clothes  were  not  on  the 
sloop,  but  were  left  with  some  one  on  a  steamboat  at  the 
wharf,  nor  was  the  libellant  on  the  sloop  that  afternoon. 

While  it  appears  to  be  true  that  the  sloop  left  port  in  the 
night,  without  wind  or  tide,  or  other  ordinary  inducement 
for  such  sailing,  I  conclude  from  the  evidence,  that  it  was 
not  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  libellant  from  making  the 
voyage  to  Shoalwater,  but  to  avoid  being  arrested  by  hiTn 
for  his  wages  from  Port  Townsend  to  Portland.  I  think  it 
sufficiently  appears  that  libellant  had  already  declined  to 
make  the  particular  voyage.  Assuming  this  to  be  so,  what 
effect  does  it  have  upon  the  libellant's  claim  for  wages? 
This  depends  upon  the  nature  of  the  hiring.  It  appears 
that  by  the  first  contract,  at  Port  Townsend,  the  libellant 
simply  shipped  as  a  sailor  for  the  voyage  to  Portland,  with- 
out any  special  agreement  as  to  the  mode  of  payment  or 
amount  of  his  wages. 

Upon  this  contract  or  state  of  facts,  the  libellant  was  not 
bound  to  proceed  with  the  sloop  any  farther  than  Portland, 
and  was  entitled  to  the  customary  wages  for  the  voyage  per- 
formed. The  maxim,  that  ' '  freight  is  the  mother  of  wages, " 
does  not  apply,  for  the  reason  that  having  sailed  in  ballast 
for  Portland,  it  was  not  expected  than  any  freight  would  be 
earned.  True,  the  sloop  touched  at  Bellingham  Bay,  with 
the  intention  of  taking  on  coal  for  Portland,  if  it  could  he  had; 
but  I  think  this  was  a  mere  incident  of  the  voyage,  without 
changing  substantially  its  general  direction  or  character.  It 
only  involved  a  detour  of  about  fifty  miles  on  an  inland  sea 
or  water,  on  a  voyage  of  at  least  three  hundred  and  fifty 
miles.  In  the  application  of  this  hard,  but  necessary,  rule, 
I  think  it  just  and  reasonable  to  regard  this  voyage  as  one 
made  in  ballast  and  without  any  expectation  of  earning  ■ 
freight. 

The  only  remaining  question  to  consider  is  the  nature  and 
effect  of  the  agreement  said  to  have  been  made  at  sea,  by 
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which  the  libellant  was  to  have  one  third  of  the  profits  of 
the  voyage  to  Portland  and  back  to  Port  Towsend,  in  lieu  of 
wages.  It  is  very  evident,  that  whatever  might  have  been 
the  ultimate  intention  of  the  master  as  to  the  nature  and 
limit  of  the  voyage,  that  he  made  the  impression  on  the 
mind  of  the  libellant,  that  he  should  have  one  third  of  the 
profits  of  a  specific  voyage  from  Portland  to  Port  Townsend, 
with  a  cargo  of  apples,  which  the  master  was  to  purchase  in 
the  former  place;  and  in  this  sense  it  must  be  understood 
and  taken  against  the  master.  And,  notwithstanding  his 
testimony,  it  is  not  probable  that  the  master  had  any  other 
purpose  at  the  time  of  the  conversation  with  the  libellant. 

Such  being  the  case,  the  contemplated  voyage  and  ven- 
ture were  alike  prevented  or  broken  up  by  the  failure  to 
purchase  the  cargo  of  apples  and  by  the  sailing  of  the  sloop 
to  Shoalwater.  The  libellant  was  not  bound  to  proceed  on 
the  new  voyage  or  take  a  share  in  the  new  venture  for 
oysters. 

But  if  this  alleged  contract  at  sea,  really  was  made  as  claim- 
ed and  understood  by  the  master,  then  it  may  be  called  a  very 
indefinite  edition  of  a  class  of  shipping  contracts  which 
have  been  severely  animadverted  upon  by  both  the  English 
and  American  Courts  of  Admiralty;  as  for  instance,  when  the 
shipping  articles  specify  a  voyage  from  a  certain  port  to  an- 
other "and  elsewhere."  In  some  instances,  where  justice  to 
the  seaman  required  it,  such  a  provision  has  been  held  void. 
Here,  according  to  the  master's  testimony  or  professed  un- 
derstanding of  the  contract,  notwithstanding  the  designation 
of  certain  ports  in  the  agreement  and  the  representations  of 
specific  arrangements  for  cargo,  he  was  at  liberty  to  con- 
tinue this  voyage  as  long  and  wherever  upon  this  coast,  as 
in  his  judgment  the  interests  of  trade  might  require.  If 
such  was  the  contract,  and  the  law  would  enforce  it,  then 
the  libellant  was  in  effect  tied  to  the  deck  of  this  particular 
vessel,  as  long  as  she  remaiaed  afloat,  if  the  master  for  any 
reason,  or  without  reason,  saw  proper  to  keep  on  coasting 
for  trade,  unless  he  should  desert,  and  thereby  forfeit  his 
earnings. 
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Again,  this  alleged  contract  is  open  to  another  objection. 
It  does  not  appear  to  be  regular  or  proper  for  a  master  to 
enter  into  new  and  special  contracts  with  the  seaman  after 
the  voyage  is  commenced,  and  while  at  sea.  The  relation 
between  the  parties  is  such,  on  board  ship,  at  sea,  that  they 
do  not  deal  upon  equal  terms.  It  may  be  that  such  con- 
tracts are  not  necessarily  void,  but  in  any  event  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  they  are  made  should  be  closely 
scrutinized,  and  if  found,  or  appearing  to  be,  prejudicial  to 
the  rights  or  interest  of  the  seaman,  disregarded. 

In  any  view  of  the  case,  the  libellant  is  entitled  to  recover 
the  customary  wages  from  the  time  of  sailing  from  Port 
Townsend — October  28,  1861 — imtil  the  departure  of  the 
sloop  for  Shoalwater  bay — ^December  17,  1861.  The  cus- 
tomary wages,  as  appears  from  the  proof,  is  $30  per  month. 

Decree,  that  the  libellant  recover  the  sum  of  $60  and  his 
costs. 


Edward  W.  McOraw,  for  libellant. 
J.  H.  Mitchel,  for  claimant. 
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When  one  of  the  crew  of  a  vessel  resists  a  person  in  authority  over  him 
while  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  the  latter  may  lawfully  use  sufficient 
force  to  overcome  such  resistance. 

Dbady,  J.  The  libellant  substantially  alleges  that  on  or 
about  October  12,  1863,  he  shipped  at  San  Francisco  on 
board  the  steamship  Sierra  Nevada  as  a  coal-passer,  for  a 
voyage  to  Portland  and  back ;  and  that  about  three  o'clock  in 
the  morning  of  October  24,  while  the  vessel  was  lying  at 
the  wharf  at  Portland,  the  defendant  being  then  and  there 
first  assistant  engineer  on  said  vessel,  did  willfully  and  wrong- 
fully beat  and  seriously  injure  the  libellant. 


DECEMBEE,   1863.  55 


John  Peudergrast  v.  Henry  Latopman. 


The  answer  of  the  defendant  denies  the  allegations  of  the 
libel  concerning  the  alleged  assault,  and  alleges  that  on  the 
morning  in  question  the  defendant  went  to  the  forecastle  t;o 
call  the  libellant  to  duty;  that  the  libellant  refused  to  obey, 
and  finally  struck  defendant  in  the  face  with  his  fist,  where- 
upon defendant  resisted  the  assault  of  the  libellant  and  used 
suJacient  force  to  restrain  the  libellant  from  further  acts  pf 
violence,  and  no  more. 

A  number  of  witnesses  have  been  examined.  Only  one 
of  them — ^Harry  Bruce — saw  tlje  inception  of  the  affair,  and 
only  one  other — 'Thomas  "Williamson— saw  any  portion  of  it. 
These  witnesses  both  belong  to  the  crew  of  the  vessel,  the 
former  being  a  coal  passer  and  the  latter'  a  saloon  waiter. 
Three  others  of  the  ship's  crew  were  also  examined — ^Peter 
Mackie,  the  first  mate,  John  Boche,  a  coal  passer,  and 
Joseph  McLain,  a  water  tender.  Besides  these,  the  libel- 
lant has  examined  three  witnesses  concerning  his  appearance 
after  the  alleged  beating,  as  evidence  of  the  extent  of  the 
injuries  received,  namely :  John  O'Connor,  late  mate  of  the 
steamboat  Wilson  G.  Hunt;  Edward  Gallager,  the  keeper 
of  the  whiskey  shop  where  the  libellant  was  drinking  the 
night  before,  and  John  Sullivan,  who  was  in  the  whiskey 
shop  the  same  night.  The  libellant  testified  that  he  was  on 
shore  that  night  and  went  .on  board  very  drunk;  and  that  he 
does  not  remember  much  about  the  matter,  but  thinks  the  de- 
fendant jerked  him  out  of  his  berth  and  struck  and  kicked  him . 

After  careful  consideration,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 
account  of  the  matter  given  by  the  witness  Bruce  is  sub- 
stantially the  truth.  His  appearance  on  the  stand,  the 
manner  of.  giving  his  testimony,  and  the  intrinsic  probability 
of  his  story,  when  compared  with  the  known  circumstances 
of  the  case,  lead  me  to  this  conclusion.  The  scattered  and 
disconnected  circumstances  testified  to  by  other  witnesses, 
after  making  due  allowance  for  the  effect  of  such  partialities 
and  sympathies  as  are  likely  to  exist  among  comrades  and 
cronies,  do  not  materially  conflict  with  his  statement. 

Upon  this  estimate  of  the  value  and  probability  of  the 
evidence,  I  find  the  following  to  be  the  facts  of  the  case : 
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That  on  the  evening  of  October  22,  the  libellant  went 
ashore  and  became  intoxicated  at  the  house  of  the  witness 
Gallager,  and  returned  to  the  ship  in  that  condition;  that 
after  being  in  bed  some  time,  libellant  was  called  and 
roused-up  by  the  defendant  to  go  on  duty,  but  feeling 
tired  and  sullen  after  his  debauch,  he  behaved  ugly  and 
refused  to  go;  that  then  the  defendant  took  hold  of  libellant 
by  the  shirt  and  shook  him  to  rouse  him  up,  when  the  latter 
assaulted  the  former  by  striking  him,  to  which  the  defendant 
replied  by  a  blow  that  knocked  libellant  down.  It  is  difficult 
to  say  how  much  or  severely  the  libellant  was  injured.  It  is 
evident  that  he  got  a  hard  blow  on  his  face,  that  for  some 
hours  afterwards  "bunged  up"  his  eye.  But,  according  to 
his  own  testimony,  he  could  see  out  of  it  the  next  morning. 
The  blow  and  its  consequences  was  nothing  more  than  any 
sailor  who  assaulted  an  officer  of  the  ship,, when  engaged  in 
the  discharge  of  his  duties,  might  expect.  It  would  be 
justifiable  in  case  of  a  similar  assault  by  one  stranger  upon 
another  while  on  the  street.  An  officer  who  would  allow 
one  of  the  crew  to  strike  him  with  impunity  while  on  duty 
would  be  held  in  contempt  by  the  crew,  and  be  of  little  or 
no  use  to  his  employer. 

The  alleged  injuries  on  the  libellant's  back  are  not  proven, 
and  it  is  highly  improbable  that  they  were  inflicted  at  all. 
The  one  upon  the  groin  appears  to  have  been  a  trifling 
affair,  and  may  have  occurred  by  the  libellant's  striking 
against  the  carpenter's  chest  or  chain  cable  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  affray.  But  suppose  the  defendant  had  even  struck 
or  kicked  the  libellant  on  the  thigh',  what  then  ?  The  latter  ' 
after  he  was  brought  down  continued  to  scuffle  with  and  re- 
sist the  defendant,  calling  him  by  the  most  opprobrious 
epithets  and  threatening  to  kill  him. 

The  defendant  appears  to  be  well  known,  and  coal-passers 
who  have  served  on  this  route  under  him,  speak  of  him  as  a 
kind  humane  person  who  never  "miscalls"  or  abuses  his 
men.  On  the  contrary,  the  libellant,  so  far  as  known,  bears 
the  reputation  of  being  a  turbulent  and  disagreeable  man, 
except  for  a  few  days  .on  the  Wilson  G.  Hunt,  while  this 
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suit  was  pending.  O'Connor,  wlio  was  mate  on  the  Hunt, 
says  that  he  was  peaceable  and  well-behaved  while  with 
him. 

When  the  libellant  got  drunk  and  went  on  board  in  a  con- 
dition which  unfitted  him  for  duty,  he  was  unfaithful  to  his 
obligation,  and  to  that,  more  than  any  other  cause,  he  may 
attribute  the  trouble  and  bruises  that  followed.  Not  that  I 
intend  for  a  moment  to  countenance  the  idea  that  a  seaman 
may  be  beaten  or  abused  with  impunity,  because  he  is  drunk, 
and  particularly  when  he  is  insensible  on  that  account. 
Far  be  it  from  this  Court  to  so  administer  the  law  as  to  en- 
courage or  countenance  cruelty  towards  the  humblest  of  the 
crews  in  our  boats  and  ships.  They  have  their  rights,  and 
this  Court  wUl  always  endeavor  to  maintain  and  enforce 
them.  But  the  law  and  Courts  are  not  for  the  benefit  of 
this  class  of  people  alone.  The  forecastle  is  not  all  the 
world.  The  rights  and  responsibilities  of  the  quarter  deck 
or  those  in  authority  must  be  considered  also.  When  sea- 
men get  drunk  and  act  like  brutes,  they  must  not  expect  to 
be  treated  like  sober,  orderly  men. 

Decree,  that  the  libel  be  dismissed  and  that  the  defendant 
recover  costs. 

H.  W.  SodgMnsan  and  Lansing  Stout,  for  libellant. 

Amory  Holbrook,  for  defendant. 
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Exception  for  impertinence  to  an  allegation  in  an  answer  which  serves  no 
legal  purpose,  and  is  a  mere  slnr  upon  the  libellant,  allowed. 

An  allegation  of  misconduct  on  the  part  of  an  engineer  as  a  cause  of  forfeit- 
ure of  wages  must  state  the  particular  acts  of  misconduct  relied  on,  with 
the  circumstances  of  time  and  place. 

C.  brought  suit  against  the  steamboat  P.  for  wages  as  engineer;  the  claimant 
in  its  answer  set  up  that  prior  to  the  commencement  of  such  suit,  it  had 
commenced  an  action  against  0 .  in  the  Territory  of  Washington,  to  recover 
damages  for  injuries  to  the  steamboat  P .,  caused  by  the  misconduct  of  the 
latter  as  engineer  thereon,  and  caused  a  garnishee  process  to  be  served 
upon  K.,  the  master,  and  sometime  owner  of  the  steamboat  P.  during  the 
period  that  C .  was  employed  upon  her  as  engineer:  Seld,  on  exception 
that  the  allegation  was  impertinent. 

Deady,  J.  The  libellant  in  this  suit  seeks  to  recover  the 
sum  of  11,497.25,  the  balance  alleged  to  be  due  him  for  ser- 
vices as  engineer  upon  the  steamboat  Pioneer,  between  No- 
vember 8,  1862,  and  January  8,  1864. 

The  claimant,  the  Columbia  Transportation  Co.,  a  cor- 
pojation  of  the  Territory  of  Washington,  intervening  for  its 
interest  as  owner,  answered  the  libel,  to  which  answer  th.e 
libellant  filed  sundry  exceptions. 

The  first  exception  is  taken  to  the  words  following  :  "And 
because  he  by  neglect  and  his  mismanagement  caused  great 
damage  to  the  machinery  of  said  boat."  In  the  answer  the 
fact  herein  alleged  is  stated  as  the  reason  for  discharging 
libellant. 

From  the  pleadings  it  appears  that  the  libellant  was  hired 
by  the  month,  or  under  such  circumstances  as  that  a  hiring 
from  month  to  month  would  be  necessarily  implied.  Such 
being  the  case,  the  libellant  might  be  discharged  from  the 
boat,  she  being  in  the  home  port,  at  the  end  of  any  month. 
Therefore,  it  is  not  necessary  upon  the  part  of  the  claimant 
to  show  any  reason  for  his  discharge.  In  fact,  the  libellant 
does  not  sue  on  account  of  the  discharge,  but  for  wages 
earned  and  unpaid.     If  it  was  intended  to  plead  this  mis- 
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conduct  as  a  cause  of  forfeiture  or  diminution  of  wages,  the 
particulars  of  the  alleged  neglect  and  mismanagement  should 
have  been  stated  with  the  circumstances  of  time  and  place. 
The  exception  is  allowed. 

The  second  exception  is  taken  to  the  words  following : 
"By  reason  of  mutinous  and  disobedient  conduct,  incom- 
petence and  malicious  mischief,  causing  damage  as  before 
stated."  This  allegation,  in  conjunction  with  other  matters, 
in  what  is  called  the  fifth  article  of  the  answer,  is  pleaded 
as  a  cause  of  forfeiture  of  wages.  What  has  just  been  said 
in  passing  on  the  first  exception  as  to  the  want  of  certainty, 
applies  to  this.  The  employment  of  the  libellant  extended 
over  a  period  of  one  year  and  two  months,  and  when  he 
seeks  to  recover  his  wages,  it  would  be  a  hardship  if  the 
question  should  be  made  to  turn  upon  the  truth  or  falsity  of 
such  a  vague  and  indefinite  charge.  Besides,  the  miscon- 
duct of  the  libellant  to  work  a  forfeiture  of  his  wages  must 
be  gross  and  serious,  though  for  a  less  cause  there  may  be 
a  partial  forfeiture  or  diminution. 

Again,  if  a  seaman  is  continued  on  board  after  an  oppor- 
tunity occurs  to  discharge  him  at  the  home  port  or  the  ter- 
mination of  the  voyage,  the  law  presumes  that  his  miscon- 
duct has  been  overlooked— forgiven,  and  such  misconduct 
cannot  be  set  up  as  a  defence  to  a  suit  for  wages.  In  what 
month  of  the  fourteen  that  the  libellant  was  employed  on 
this  boat,  "  this  mutiuous  conduct  and  malicious  mischief  " 
occurred,  is  not  stated  in  the  answer.  Such  conduct  was  a 
sufficient  groimd  to  justify  the  discharge  of  the  libellant  at 
once,  but  if  the  master  or  owner  for  any  reason  saw  proper 
to  continue  him  as  engineer,  it  could  not  be  afterwards  set 
up  as  a  cause  of  forfeiture  of  wages  subsequently  earned. 
When  the  hiring  is  monthly  upon  a  river  steamboat  or  other 
boat  arriving  and  departing  at  short  periods  within  that 
time,  each  month  must  be  considered  as  analogous  to  a  sep- 
arate voyage  at  sea.  The  wages  earned  upon  one  voyage 
are  not  affected  by  the  conduct  of  the  seaman  upon  a  former 
or  subsequent  one.  So  with  the  monthly  wages  of  the 
libellant,  they  are  to  be  considered  as  the  wages  of  separate 
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voyages,  and  not  affected  by  his  conduct  except  during  the 
time  they  were  being  earned.     This  exception  is  allowed. 

The  third  exception  is  taken  to  an  allegation  pleaded  in 
abatement  of  the  suit.  It  states  substantially  that  from 
March  20  to  November  12,  1863,  John  T.  Kerns— now 
one  of  the  directors  of  the  C.  T.  Co.,  and  who  as  its  agent 
makes  the  claim  and  answer  herein — was  the  sole  owner  and 
master  of  the  Pioneer,  and  that  said  Kerns  employed  the 
libellant  during  that  time,  at  certain  wages;  that  libellant 
remained  on  board  until  January  1,  1864,  and  during  the 
last  month  of  such  employment — ^meaning,  I  suppose,  De- 
cember, 1863 — he  maliciously  damaged  the  boat  in  the  sum 
of  $1,000;  that  on  January  6,  1864,  the  C.  T.  Co.  brought 
an  action  in  the  District  Court  of  the  Territory  of  Washing- 
ton against  the  libellant  for  said  damages,  and  caused  a 
summons  to  be  served  therein  on  said  Kerns  as  garnishee; 
that  said  action  is  still  pending,  and  that  said  Court  had 
thereby  acquired  jurisdiction  over  the  wages  alleged  to  be 
due  the  libellant  before  the  filing  of  the  libel  in  this  suit, 
and  that  any  decree  therefor  in  this  Court  would  be  a  hard- 
ship and  injustice  to  the  claimant  and  said  Kerns. 

As  an  individual.  Kerns  has  no  other  relation  to  the  sub- 
ject matter  than  as  a  director  and  agent  of  the  C.  T.  Co., 
who  is  the  claimant  in  this  suit  and  the  plaintiff  in  the 
alleged  garnishee  process  against  himself.  It  does  not 
appear  that  the  District  Court  of  the  Territory  of  Washing- 
ton ever  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  libellant 
in  the  action  said  to  have'  been  commenced  therein.  The 
allegation  of  the  answer  is,  that  the  C.  T.  Co.  "  commenced 
a  suit  against  the  libellant,"  but  whether  he  was  ever  served 
with  process,  so  as  to  give  the  Court  jurisdiption  to  proceed, 
does  not  appear,  and  cannot  be  inferred.  There  must  be  a 
distinct  allegation  to  that  effect.  Assuming  the  fact  to  be 
as  it  appears  in  the  answer,  that  the  Territorial  Court  never 
acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  libellant,  the 
action  alleged  to  be  pending  therein  in  no  way  affects  his 
right  to  maintain  this  suit.  The  service  of  the  garnishee 
process,  being  in  advance  of  the  service  of  the  summons 
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upon  the  libellant  seems  to  have  been  premature,  and  at 
best  can  only  effect  Kerns  upon  the  condition  that  the  libel- 
lant is  brought  into  the  Territorial  Court  and  judgment 
obtained  against  him.  In  the  meantime,  I  suppose  it  would 
not  exonerate  him  from  obeying  the  order  of  any  other 
Court  in  relation  to  such  debt,  which  might  first  acquire 
jurisdiction  in  the  premises.  Again,  upon  the  face  of  the 
answer.  Kerns  does  not  appear  to  be  responsible  to  libellant 
as  master  and  owner  for  quite  eight  months  wages,  while 
this  suit  is  brought  for  the  wages  of  fourteen  months. 

But  this  suit  is  brought  against  the  boat,  and  not  Kerns. 
The  seaman  has  a  lien  upon  the  boat  for  his  wages,  and  this 
Court  has  jurisdiction  to  enforce  such  lien  by  a  suit  in  rem. 
Although  the  master  and  owner  are  also  personally  respon- 
sible for  the  wages  of  the  libellant,  it  is  a  question  in  my 
mind  whether  either  of  them,  strictly  speaking,  owe  him  a 
debt  that  can  be  garnisheed,  at  least  until  he  elects  to  look 
to  them  or  either  of  them  for  his  wages,  by  taking  a  personal 
obligation  therefor,  or  commencing  a  suit  against  them  for 
the  same.  Otherwise,  the  master  might  be  garnisheed  in 
one  Court,  the  owner  in  another,  while  the  seaman  was 
prosecuting  a  suit  in  rem,  upon  the  same  demand,  in  a  third 
one.  But  it  not  appearing  that  the  libellant  has  ever  been 
served  with  process  in  the  action  in  the  Territorial  Court, 
I  do  not  think  the  service  of  the  garnishee  process  upon 
Kerns  ia  any  way  affects  his  liability  to  the  libellant  or  that 
of  the  boats.     This  exception  is  allowed. 

The  matter  included  in  the  fourth  exception  is  a  mere 
amplification  of  the  allegations  included  in  the  second 
exception,  with  the  addition  of  a  counter  claim  of  |1,000  for 
damages  caused,  by  the  alleged  misconduct  of  the  libeUaht. 
There  is  no  more  certainty  o*  particularity  in  the  allegation 
in  the  one  case  than  the  other.  This  exception  is  also 
allowed. 


K  W.  McGraw,  for  libellant. 
Amory  HolbrooJc,  for  claimant. 
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Goods  of  whatever  growth  or  manufacture  brought  from  a  foreign  port  or 
place  and  landed  at  a  port  or  place  within  the  United  States  without  a  per- 
mit, are  forfeited  to  the  United  States  under  Section  50  of  the  Collection 
Act  (1  Stat.  665). 

Foreign  goods  once  lawfully  admitted  into  the  United  States,  if  re-exported 
or  vohmtarily  placed  within  the  limits  of  »  foreign  jurisdiction,  lose  the 
character  imparted  to  them  by  such  admission,  and  if  re-imported  into  the 
United  States,  it  must  be  done  in  conformity  with  the  law  governing  the 
importation  goods  of  a  foreign  growth  or  manufacture  from  a  foreign  coun- 
try. 

If  opium  was  shipped  from  San  Francisco  via  the  foreign  port  of  Victoria  to 
Portland,  and  while  the  ship  was  lying  at  Victoria  the  shipper  of  the  opium 
should  cause  it  to  be  taken  ashore  and  placed  in  a  house  in  Victoria,  for 
even  a  few  hours,  or  less  time,  and  then  cause  it  to  be  re-laden  upon  the 
ship  and  brought  thence  to  Portland,  such  opium  would  be  brought  from 
a  foreign  port  and  liable  to  become  forfeited  by  being  landed  without  a 
permit. 

Deady,  J.  The  information  in  this  case  was  filed  Novem- 
ber 4,  1863.  In  the  first  coimt  it  is  alleged  that  the  opium 
was  brought  in  the  steamship  Sierra  Nevada,  from  the 
foreign  port  of  Victoria  to  the  port  of  Portland,  and  here 
unladen  without  a  permit,  and  was  seized  as  forfeited  for 
this  cause  by  the  Collector  on  October  22,  1863.  In  the 
second  count  it  is  aUeged  that  the  opium  was  brought  from 
and  to  the  ports  aforesaid,  but  not  entered  upon  the  vessel's 
manifest,  and  therefore  became  and  was  forfeited  to  the 
United  States. 

The  claimant,  Wha  Kee,  a  Chinese  merchant  of  Portland, 
on  November  7,  1863,  demurred  to  the  second  count 
because  the  facts  stated  were  not  sufBcient  to  cause  a 
forfeiture,  which  demurrer  was  confessed  by  the  District 
attorney. 

On  December  9,  1863,  the  claimant  answered  the  first 
count  of  the  information,  denying  that  the  opium  became 
forfeited  by  reason  of  being  unladen  without  a  permit  as 
alleged,   or  that  the  same  was  brought  from  any  foreign 
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port,  and  alleging  that  said  ten  cases  of  opium  was  pur- 
chased by  the  claimant  in  San  Francisco,  about  October 
16,  1863,  of  one  Pon  Jib,  who  shipped  the  same  to  claim- 
ant at  Portland,  via  Victoria,  on  the  Sierra  Nevada. 

By  the  stipulation  of  the  parties  the  cause  was  tried  with- 
out the  intervention  of  a  jury,  on  March  7,  1864,  and  was 
continued  for  decision  until  March  11. 

This  seizure  is  made  under  Section  50  of  the  Collection 
Act  of  1799,  which  declares:  "That  no  goods,  wares,  or 
merchandise,  brought  in  any  ship  or  vessel  from  any  foreign 
port  or  place,  shall  be  unladen  or  delivered  from  such  ship 
or  vessel  within  the  United  States  *  *  *  without  a 
permit  from  the  Collector  *  *  *  for  such  unloading  or 
delivery,  *  *  **  a^j  qW  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise, 
so  unlaxien  or  delivered  shall  become  forfeited,  and  may  be 
seized  by  any  of  the  officers  of  the  Customs"  (1  Stat. 
665). 

The  answer  must  be  taken  to  admit  that  the  opium  was 
landed  without  a  permit.  The  allegation  that  it  did  not 
"become  forfeited  to  the  United  States  by  reason  of  being 
unladen  without  a  permit, "  is  a  conclusion  of  law,  and  not  a 
denial  of  the  averment  that  it  was  so  unladen. 

The  only  issue  then  arising  upon  the  pleadings,  is,  whether 
the  opium  was  brought  from  a  foreign  port  or  not. 

From  the  admissions  in  the  pleadings  and  the  evidence 
the  following  facts  are  satisfactorily  proven  : 

That  between  October  17  and  22,  1863,  while  the  Sierra 
Nevada  was  lying  at  the  harbor  of  Esquimalt,  at  Vancouver's 
Island,  on  a  voyage  from  San  Francisco  to  Portland,  a  China- 
man called  Ching  Sung,  a  partner  of  the  claimant,  brought 
two  common-sized  trunks  in  a  spring  wagon  from  Victoria, 
containing  ten  cases  of  opium,  and  caused  them  to  be  de- 
livered on  board  the  vessel ;  and  that  Dyer,  the  freight 
clerk,  on  account  of  certain  suspicions  which  he  then  enter- 
tained and  which  will  be  hereafter  noticed,  did  not  allow 
Ching  Sung  to  take  these  trunks  to  his  state-room,  as  he  dcr 
sired,  but  directed  the  porter  to  put  a  mark  upon  them  and 
stow  them  in  the  ship's  hold. 
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That  these  trunks,  containing  the  ten  cases  of  opium  men- 
tioned in  the  information,  were  then  brought  on  the  Sierra 
Nevada  to  this  port  and  here  ujiladen,  without  a  permit,  and 
seized  by  the  collector;  and  that  Ching  Sung  came  over 
from  Yictoria  on  the  Sierra  Nevada  as  a  passenger,  and  in 
conjunction  with  the  claimant  made  a  claim  to  the  trunks 
when  they  were  seized  as  aforesaid. 

These  facts  show  that  the  opium  was  brought  here  from  a 
foreign  port  and  unladen  without  a  permit.  This  makes  a 
frima  facie  case  for  the  Government,  and  the  burden  of 
proof  is  thrown  upon  the  claimant  ".to  establish  the  imio- 
cence  of  the  importation,  and  to  repel  the  supposed  forfeit- 
ure." (1  Stat.  678 ;  Taylor  et  al.  v.  U.  S.,  3  How.  211.) 

To  overcome  this  case  and  establish  his  rtght  to  the  goods, 
the  claimant  introduced  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  Ching 
Sung  purchased  this  opium,  on  the  claimant's  account,  of 
Pon  Jib,  a  Chinese  merchant  in  San  Francisco,  on  October 
17,  1863 ;  that  it  was  then  packed  in  the  two  trunks  in  ques- 
tion and  sent  to  the  Chinese  house  of  Inam  Wa,  where  Ching 
Sung  was  then  buying  a  general  assortment  of  Chinese  goods 
for  the  claimant's  house  in  Portland;  and  that  from  the 
house  of  Lum  Wa  these  trunks  were  carted  with  the  other 
goods  there  purchased  to  the  Sierra  Nevada,  and  shipped 
for  Portland,  all  the  goods  being  shipped  as  freight  and  en- 
tered on  the  ship's  jnanifest,  except  the  two  trunks,  which 
were  taken  by  Ching  Sung  into  his  state-room  as  baggage. 

That  Ching  Sung  sailed  on  the  ship  as  a  passenger,  and 
upon  her  arrival  at  Esquimalt  in  the  forenoon  hired  a 
wagon  and  went  up  to  Victoria  and  visited  the  house  of  a 
Chinaman  called  Lum  Wa,  taking  with  him  the  twcj  trunks 
with  the  opium  purchased  in  San  Francisco;  that  while  at 
Lum  Wa's,^  and  at  his  request, ,  Ching  Sung  opened  the  trunks 
and  exhibited  the  opium  to  the  former,  when  it  appeared 
that  the  tin  boxes  or  cans  in  which  it  was  packed  were  rub- 
bing or  breaking  one  another,  to  prevent  which  they,took 
them  out  of  the  trunks  and  repacked  them,  first  wrapping 
them  in  newspapers,  which  proved  to  be  Victoria  dailies; 
that  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day  Ching  Sung  returned 
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to  the  vessel  in  the  wagon,  bringing  with  him  the  trunks  and 
opium,  which  he  attempted  to  take  to  his  state-room,  but 
was  prevented  by  the  freight  clerk,  who  directed  them  to  be 
stowed  in  the  hold  as  above  stated;  and  that  Ohing  Sung 
was  a  stranger  to  Lum  "Wa,  but  had  a  letter  to  him. 

This,  I  believe,  is  a  fair  statement  of  the  claimant's  case 
as  he  claims  it  to  appear  from  the  evidence.  How  far  is  it 
to  be  believed,  considered  with  reference  to  its  intrinsic 
probability,  or  the  want  of  it  and  the  known  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  ? 

The  witnesses  in  support  of  it,  with  one  immaterial  excep- 
tion, are  Chinese.  The  principal  one — Ching  Sung — is  a 
partner  of  the  claimants,  and  pecuniarily  interested  in  the 
result;  besides,  being  the  principal  actor  in  the  transaction, 
he  naturally  would  feel  some  solicitude  for  its  success.  The 
witness  Joe  was  Ching  Simg's  companion  on  the  voyage, 
including  the  visit  to  Lum  Wa's,  at  Victoria,  and  is  most 
probably  xmder  the  control  and  influence  of  the  claimant  at 
this  time. 

Lum  "Wa  testifies  that  the  opium  was  in  the  trunks  when 
they  were  brought  to  his  place,  but  he  is  contradicted  in 
some  important  particulars  by  Dyer,  the  freight  clerk.  On 
the  day  the  Sierra  Nevada  touched  at  Esquimalt,  Dyer  vis- 
ited Lum  Wa's  place  in  search  of  two  packages  of  opium 
that  were  brought  up  on  the  vessel  on  that  trip  from  San 
Francisco.  He  found  the  packages  there,  and  he  says  they 
belonged  there.  In  fact,  Lum  Wa  was  engaged  in  importing 
opium  from  San  Francisco.  Dyer  also  testifies  that  Lum 
Wa  kept  a  store,  and  that  he  saw  Ching  Sung  and  Joe  there, 
in  the  back  room,  with  these  trunks  opened,  containing 
these  packages  of  opium,  wrapped  in  Victoria  daily  news- 
papers. These  are  the  circumstances  that  excited  Dyer's 
suspicions,  on  account  of  which  he  directed  the  trunks  to  be 
stowed  in  the  hold.  Now,  Lum  Wa  testifies  that  he  kept  a 
wash-house,  and  did  not  keep  a  store.  Again,  if  Lum  Wa 
really  did  furnish  the  opium  in  the  trunks  to  Ching  Sung  to 
be  smuggled  in  here,  as  appears  probable,  he  would  natu- 
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rally  feel  some  interest  in  the  result  of  the  venture,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  sympathy  -which  he  may  be  safely  presumed  to, 
have  for  a  countryman  in  trouble. 

The  effect  of  these  circumstances  is  to  place  these  wit- 
nesses before  the  Court  somewhat  in  the  light  of  accom- 
plices. In  addition,  there  is  the  direct  pecuniary  interest  of 
Ching  Sung  in  the  result,  and  that  the  natural  sympathy  of 
all  of  them  for  the  claimant  as  against  the  Government. 

The  only  other  material  witness  for  the  claimant  is  Pon 
Jib.  He  deposes  unqualifiedly  to  the  sale  of  opium  to 
Ching  Sung,  as  alleged  in  the  answer.  That  it  was  packed 
in  trunks  similar  to  these,  but  what  became  of  it  he  does 
not  know,  further  than  it  was  sent  to  the  house  of  Lum  Wa, 
where  Ching  Sung  was  making  his  principal  purchases,  such 
as  sugar,  silks,  teas,  etc.  A  drayman  of  San  Francisco  also 
testifies  that  he  hauled  goods  from  Lum  Wa's  to  the  Sierra 
Nevada  for  Ching  Sung,  and  among  the  rest  these  or  similar 
trunks,  but  what  was  in  them  then,  if  anything,  he  does  not 
know.  The  rest  of  the  goods— many  of  them  being  valuable 
in  proportion  to  bulk — were  shipped  as  freight  and  put  upon 
the  manifest,  but  the  trunks  were  treated  as  baggage  and 
taken  into  Ching  Sung's  state-room.  "Wilson,  the  servant 
who  had  charge  of  the  state-room  during  the  voyage,  testi- 
fies that  he  handled  the  trunks  and  set  them  up  on  end  be- 
fore reaching  Victoria,  and  that  they  were  a  "little  heavy, 
not  much" — ^in  effect  that- they  were  light. 

If  these  trunks,  as  claimed  by  the  claimant,  then  con- 
tained opium  of  the  value  of  $1,575,  they  should  have 
been  entered  on  the  manifest  and  shipped  as  freight.  This 
circumstance  itself  is  a  badge  of  fraud,  unless  explained. 
The  omission  to  do  so,  tends  to  show  that  the  opium 
was  not  then  in  the  trunks.  The  freight  would  have  been 
but  a  trifle,  and  the  goods  would  have  been  equally  as  safe 
as  in  the  state-room,  and  more  so. 

The  taking  the  trunks  ashore  at  Esquimalt  is  not  explained 
or  accounted  for  on  the  supposition  that  they  contained  this 
opium  at  the  time.  No  adequate  cause  or  motive  is  shown 
for  such  an  apparently  useless  act.    Nor  is  there  any  sufii- 
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cient  reason  shown  for  Cliing  Sung's  visit  to  Victoria  under 
the  cirdlinistances.  Lum  Wa  and  he  both  admit  that  they 
had  never  seen  one  another  before,  and  were  utter  strangers 
to  one  another.  To  my  mind  it  is  very  unreasonable  that 
Ching  Sung  would  hire  a  wagon  and  go  three  miles  to  Vic- 
toria, si-nply  to  get  his  dinner  with  a  stranger,  who  kept,  as 
he  says,  a  wash-house,  while  he  was  a  merchant,  and  had 
his  meals  furnished  him  in  his  room  on  shipboard.  Yet 
this  is  the  only  reason  assigned  for  the  visit.  The  vessel 
was  only  to  remain  at  Esquimalt  a  few  hours,  and  there 
would  be  hardly  time  to  exchange  greetings  with  Lum  Wa 
and  eat  a  dinner  of  ceremony.  But  why  drag  the  trunks  o^ 
opium  along?  Ching  Sung's  only  reason  is,  that  he  was 
afraid  they  would  be  stolen  if  left  in  Ms  room.  The  reason 
is  not  satisfactory.  It  is  destitute  of  probability,  and  is 
evidently  an  afterthought. 

This  is  the  evidence  of  the  claimant  and  upon  its  face  it 
is  improbable  if  not  untrue. 

But  the  testimony  of  iT&ker,  the  officer  of  the  Customs 
who  made  the  seizure,  tends  strongly  to  show  that  the  an- 
swer to  this  alleged  forfeiture  is  substantially  false.  The 
testimony  of  Mr.  Parker  is  direct  and  positive,  and  notwith- 
standing the  criticisms  of  counsel,  I  think  entitled  to  full 
credit.  The  suggestion  as  to  his  interest  in  the  forfeiture 
is  answered  by  the  fact  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  any  share 
of  a  forfeiture  in  a  case  where  he  is  a  witness.  He  states, 
that  on  the^  way  up  the  Columbia  river,  Dyer  communicated 
to  him  what  he  saw  at  Lum  Wa's,  and  his  subsequent  sus- 
picions, and  said  he  would  point  out  the  trunks  to  witness 
when  they  reached  Portland.  When  the  trunks  were  put 
upon  the  wharf,  Parker  asked  to  whom  they  belonged. 
Ching  Sung,  who  was  present,  claimed  them.  Wha  Kee 
was  also  present.  Parker  asked  them  what  the  trunks  con- 
tained. Both  answered  positively  and  unqualifiedly :  ' '  Bed- 
ding and  clothing  from.  San  Francisco."  The  two  Chinamen 
being  then  about  to  take  the  trunks  away,  Parker  bade  them 
desist  and  questioned  them  further.  They  repeated  the 
statement  that  the  trunks  contained  the  bedding  and  cloth- 
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ing  of  Ching  Sung.     Parker  then  lifted  one  of  the  trunks, 
and  finding  it  quite  heavy  for  its  size,  ordered  them  to  be 
opened.     Wha  Kee  went  up  town  for  his  keys,  and  on  his 
return  opened  one  of  the  trunks,  which,  in  the  language  of 
the  witness,  "presented  to  view  a  soft,  light,  elastic  bed- 
cover or  comforter."    Upon  this,  Wha  Kee  threw  up  his 
hands  and  exclaimed:   "There,  see!" — evidently  intending, 
as  Mr.  Parker  says,  to  convey  the  impression,  that  the  fact 
was  just  as  they  had  said,  that  the  trunk  contained  ' '  bedding 
and  clothing."    But  Parker's  faith  was  weak,  and  lifting  up 
the  bed  cover  he  exposed  the  cases  of  opium  to  view.     Wha 
Kee  then  adniitted  that  the  cases  in  the  trunks  contained 
opium,  and  when  asked  how  they  came  to  be  wrapped  in 
Victoria  newspapers,  he  replied  that  "they — the  papers — 
had  been  sent  to  San  Francisco."     Thereupon  Parker  took 
the  trunks  into  his  possession,  and  Wha  Kee  went  away. 
About  half  an  hour  afterward  he  returned  with  an  attorney, 
and  upon  some  one  suggesting  that  the  trunks  had  been 
taken  ashore  at  Victoria,  unpalked,   and  the  cases  there 
wrapped  in  Victoria  papers,  Wha  Kee  at  once  caught  at  the 
suggestion,  and  said  that  was  the  fact,  repeating  the  state- 
ment at  length. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  comment  upon  the  further  portion 
of  Parker's  testimony,  wherein  he  details  a  conversation 
between  himself  and  Wha  Kee,  in  September  of  1863,  in 
which  Wha  Kee,  as  Parker  understood,  sought  to  convince 
the  witness  that  he  could  make  money  by  letting  opium  pass 
the  Astoria  Custom  House  as  soy,  or  "by  shutting  his 
eyes."  Pa,rker  might  have  misunderstood  his  drift.  Besides, 
I  am  afraid  that  the  experience  of  the  Chinese  on  this  coast 
would  naturally  lead  them  to  the  conclusion  that  in  their 
business  relations  or  intercourse  -^th  American  officials,  the 
use  of  money  was  a  lawful  means  on  any  and  every  occasion, 
and  that  what  was  so  often  exacted  from  them  upon  one 
false  pretense  and  another,  might  without  any  impropriety 
be  offered  when  a  favor  was  asked. 

The  facts  stated  are  sufficient  for  the  decision  of  the  case 
The  Government  has  made  out  a  plain  pnma/ocie  case.  The 
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claimant  has  failed  to  overcome  it;  and  not  only  that,  but 
upon  his  own  showing  it  is  highly  probable  that  the  whole 
arrangement,  from  its  inception,  was  a  scheme  to  purchase 
opium  of  Lum  Wa  and  ship  it  to  Portland  as  a  purchase 
made  in  the  United  States — at  San  Francisco — and  upon 
which  the  duties  were  therefore  supposed  to  be  paid.  The 
letter  to  Lum  Wa  is  accounted  for  upon  this  supposition, 
and  the  whole  transaction  at  Victoria  admits  of  no  other  rea- 
sonable explanation,  particularly  when  it  is  remembered  that 
Victoria  is  a  free  port,  to  which  opium  is  shipped  out  of 
bond  from  San  Francisco  in  large  quantities,  and  there  sold 
without  the  payment  of  duties. 

I  am  loth  to  conclude  that  Pon  Jib  has  intentionally 
sworn  falsely  in  this  matter.  His  character  for  truth  and 
veracity  is  testified  to  by  three  white  men  of  San  Francisco. 
He  may  have  sold  opium  to  Ghing  Sung,  as  he  states;  but 
if  so,  it  must  have  been  a  part  of  the  preparation  of  appear- 
ances by  Ching  Sung.  The  opium  purchased  of  Pon  Jib, 
if  any,  might  have  been  left  at  Lum  Wa's,  and  then  Ching 
Sung  having  thus  made  it  appear  that  there  was  opium  in 
his  trunks,  might  start  with  them  in  fact  empty  for  Victoria 
and  free  opium. 

I  have  been  thus  particular  in  examining  this  case  upon 
the  facts,  more  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  this  forfeit- 
ure is  morally  just,  than  otherwise.  But,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
the  government  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  of  condemnation, 
even  if  the  facts  were  exactly  as  claimed  by  the  claimant. 
Supposing  that  the  opium  was  purchased  in  San  Francisco, 
having  afterwards  been  voluntarily  landed  at  a  foreign  port, 
it  then  lost  its  former  character  or  status.  When  the  opium 
was  brought  back  from  Victoria,  and  placed  on  board  tlfl 
Sierra  Nevada,  and  therfce  transported  to  this  port,  it  was  a 
technical  importation  of  goods  from  a  foreign  port  or  place, 
and  therefore  such  goods  could  not  be  unladen  without  a 
permit.  The  words  of  'the  statute  are  plain  and  comprehen- 
sive: "No  goods,  wares  or  merchandise,  brought  in  any 
ship  or  ves^l  from  any  foreign  port  or  place,  shall  be  un- 
laden," etc.     It  is  said  that  this  permit  is  a  mere  technical 
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regulation.     So  it  is,  in  itself;  but  in  effect  it  is  a  means  to 
enable  the  officers  of  the  Customs  to  have  inspection  of  all 
goods  brought  from  foreign  ports,  and  collect  the  revenue,  if 
if  any,  due  thereon.    If  goods  once  admitted  into  th^  United 
States  from  a  foreign  port  are  re-exported,  "the  effect  of  such 
admission  ceases,  and  if  such  goods  are  attempted  to  be  re- 
imported  into  the  United  States,  they  must  be  taken  to  be 
■what  they  are  in  fact — goods  then  brought  into  the  United 
States  from  a  foreign  port  or  place,  and  not  to  be  landed,  on 
pain  of  forfeiture,  without  a  permit.     The  time  which  the 
opium  remained  in  Victoria,  after  being  landed  from,  the 
vessel,  is  not  material.     If  one  year  would  be  sufficient  to 
separate  the  goods  from  the  vessel  and  place  them  within  the 
foreign  jurisdiction,  so  may  one  day  or  one  hour  be.     It  is 
not  a  question  of  time,  but  of  what  was  done  with  the 
goods.     If  they  werfe  practically  separated  from  the  ship 
and  the  control  of  its  officers  as  ^  part  of  her  cargo,  and 
voluntarily  placed  within  the  limits  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
Government  of  the  foreign  port  of  Victoria,  as  I  think  they 
were,  they  could  not  be  afterwards  brought  to  Portland  and 
landed  without  a  permit.    They  would  come  within  the  cate- 
gory of   the  Act— "goods  brought  from  a  foreign  port." 
Acts  declaring  forfeitures  and  imposing  penalties  for  viola- 
tions of  the  revenue  laws  must  be  construed  so  as  to  accom- 
plish the  object  for  which  they  were  intended.   In  the  tech- 
nical sense,  they  are  not  penal,  but  rather  remedial — ^intend- 
ing to  effect  a  public  good  and  prevent  frauds.      {Taylor  et 
al.  V.  U.  S.,  3  How.  210.) 

Counsel  for  the  claimant,  assuming  that  this  opium  paid 
duty  in  San  Francisco,  sought  to  have  it  considered  upon 
tffe  footing  of  goods,  the  growth  or  manufacture  of  the 
United  States,  coming  from  a  foreigh  port.  But  if  the  ana- 
logy would  hold  good,  it  would  not  help  the  claimant's  case. 
Goods,  the  growth  or  manufacture  of  the  United  States, 
cannot  be  brought  from  a  foreign  port  into  the  United 
States,  and  unladen  without  a  permit,  nor  without  evidence 
of  their  exportation  and  that  they  are  in  the  sale  condition 
as  when  exported. 
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In  Knight  et  al.  v.  SvJiell  (24  How.  526),  the  plaintiffs 
manufactured  at  Newberg,  N.  Y.,.  a  number  of  barrels,  and 
sbipped  them  in  three  vessels  to  Cuba,  where  they  were 
unladen  and  filled  with  molasses,  when  they  were  re-laden 
upon  the  same  vessels  and  brought  to  New  York.  The  de- 
fendant being  Collector  at  the  time,  charged  the  barrels 
with  the  regular  duty — 24  per  centum — upon  their  value  at 
Cuba.  The  plaintififs  paid  the  duties  under  protest  and 
then  brought  an  action  against  Schell  to  recover  them  back. 
The  Court  decided  against  the  plaintiffs — holding  that  the 
barrels  were  not  returned  in  the  same  condition  as  when 
exported.  Mr.  Justice  Clifford,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  Court,  says:  "When  filled  in  the  foreign  port,  the  bar- 
rels have  been  applied  to  the  commercial  use  for  which  they 
were  manufactured;  and  when  shipped  with  their  contents, 
brought  back  to  the  United  States,  and  are  offered  with 
their  contents  by  the  importer  for  entry  at  the  Custom 
House,  they  have  then,  in  respect  to  the  Revenue  laws  of 
the  United  States,  acquired  a  new  character." 

So  with  foreign  goods  once  lawfully 'introduced  into  the 
United  States,  if  taken  out  of  the  country  and  landed  at 
some  foreign  port  or  place,  "in  respect  to  the  Revenue  laws 
of  the  United  States,  they  have  acquired  a  new  character." 
They  must  pay  duties  as  upon  an  original  importation,  and 
to  this  end  it  is  forbidden  to  land  them  without  a  permit. ' 
That  is  this  case,  even  upon  the  ground-  which  counsel  for 
the  claimant  seeks  to  put  it. 

But  this  is  a  more  favorable  view  of  the  transaction  than 
the  facts  warrant.  I  do  not  think  Ching  Sung  purchased 
this  opium  in  San  Francisco,  but  in  Victoria,  and  that  it 
never  paid  duties  to  the  United  States.  If  the  fact  were 
otherwise,  and  it  had  been  innocently  landed  at  Victoria 
and  then  brought  to  Portland  in  ignorance  of  the  law,  Wha 
Kee  and  Ching  Sung  would  naturally  have  answered  Parker 
according  to  the  fact,  when  asked  by  him  what  the  trunk 
contained.  Instead  of  tl^s  they  prevaricated  and  sought  to 
make  the  impression  that  the  trunks  contained  nothing  but 
"bedding  and  clothing," — thus  betraying  a  consciousness 
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of  sometliiiig  wrong  in  the  matter  and  a  purpose  to  conceal 
it  from  the  officer. 

In  accordance  Tnth  these  -views  the  Court  finds  as  a  con- 
clusion of  fact  that  the  opium  in  the  information  mentioned 
was,  on  October  22,  1863,  brought  to  Portland,  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Oregon,  from  the  foreign  port  of  Victoria,  and  here 
unladen  contrary  to  the  statute  without  a  permit,  and  as  a 
conclusion  of  law  that  the  said  opium  thereby  became  and 
is  forfeited  to  the  United  States. 

Judgment,  condemning  the  goods  as  forfeited  to  the  United 
States. 

Edward  W.  MeOraw,  for  the  plaintiff. 

W.  Lair  Hill,  for  the  claimant. 
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Rule  of  asoertaimng  rate  of  wages  of  seaman,  where  the  contract  is  doubt- 
ful, in  ease  of  an  engineer  on  inland  waters,  commented  on  and  appHed. 
Misconduct  by  seaman  upon  one  voyage  does  not  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the 
owner  so  as  to  forfeit  wages  earned  upon  another;  in  this  respect  the  case 
of  monthly  hirings,   although  continuous,  upon  river  boats,  likened  to 
,    separate  voyages  at  sea. 

A  party  cannot  recover  upon  a  contract  prohibited  by  statute,  although  the 
h/    statute  contain  no  egress  declaration  that  such  contract  shall  be  void- 
.  J         therefore  when  libellant  served  as  an  engineer  upon  a  steamboat  from  No- 
vember 8,  1862,  to  July  13,  1863,  without  being  licensed  therefor  by  the 
United  States  Inspectors,  he  could  not  recover  wages  for  such  service  be- 
cause it  was  within  the  prohibition  of  Section  9,  Sub.  10,  of  the  Act  of 
AugustSO,  1852.  (lOStat.  67.) 
Appropriation  of  payments— the  rule  stated  and  applied. 

Deady,  J.  Patrick  J.  Conlisk  brings  this  suit  to  recover 
wages  aUeged  to  be  due  him  for  services  as  engineer  on  the 
steamboat  Pioneer,  for  the  fourteen  months  between  No- 
vember 8,  1863,  and  January  8,  1864.  The  libel  was  filed 
January  16,  1864,  and  alleges  thafthere  was  no  contract  as 
to  time  of  service  or  rate  of  wages,  but  that  the  current 
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wages  of  such  service  during  the  period  mentioned  was  $150 
per  month ;  and  that  the  amount  of  the  wages  earned  by 
libellant  during  this  period  of  fourteen  months  is  $2,100, 
upon  which  there  has  been  payments  to  the  amount  of 
$602.75,  leaving  a  balance  of  $1,497.25  due  the  libellant, 
for  which  he  prays  a  decree. 

The  claimant,  the  Columbia  River  Transportation  Co.,  a 
corporation  of  the  Territory  of  Washington,  intervening  for 
its  interest  as  owner  of  the  Pioneer,  answered  the  libel  on 
March  7,  1864.  The  answer  admits  the  performance  of  the 
labor  by  the  libellant  as  alleged  except  for  the  five  days  be- 
tween February^  and  16,  1863.  It  denies  that  the  hiring 
was  without  agreement  as  to  the  amount  of  wages,  and  al- 
leges that  libellant  was  first  employed  at  his  own  solicita- 
tion, upon  a  representation  or  promise  to  the  then  owner, 
George  Kellog,  to  work  for  less  than  $100  per  month ;  that 
the  master  of  the  Pioneer  afterwards  promised  to  pay  libel- 
lant $100  per  month,  but  the  current  rate  of  engineers'  wages, 
on  such  boats  as  the  Pioneer,  was  not  more  than  $75  per 
month ;  that  the  libellant  was  not  qualified  or  authorized  to 
act  as  engineer,  not  being  duly  licensed  as  such,  and  did 
not  faithfully  perform  his  duties  as  such,  and  that  he  was 
paid  on  account  the  sum  of  $680.82. 

Other  defensive  allegations  in  the  answer  were  disposed 
of  by  the  decree  upon  the  exceptions  thereto  for  imperti- 
nence.* 

A  number  of  witnesses,  including  the  libeUant  and.  the 
different  owners  from  the  commencement  of  the  former's 
employment  to  the  present,  have  been  examined.  With  a 
few  unimportant  exceptions  the  witnesses  appear  to  be  in- 
terested, not  only  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  but  in  the  con- 
troversy and  the  statements  of  the  libellant,  and  owners, 
are  conflicting. 

The  first  question  is,  to  what  rate  of  wages  per  month  is 
the  libellant  entitled  ?  There  was  no  written  agreement  or 
shipping  articles  signed.     Upon  this  fact  counsel  for  libel- 
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lant  makes  the  point  that  the  case  comes  within  the 
provision  of  the  Act  of  July  20,  1790  (1  Stat.  131), 
concerning  the  hiring  of  seamen,  and  that  therefore  the 
libellant  is  entitled  to  the  highest  wages  paid  engineers 
within  the  three  months  next  preceding  his  employment. 
I  think  not.  This  Act  is  confined  by  its  terms  to  vessels 
bound  to 'a  foreign  port,  or  df  fifty  or  more  tons  burthen 
bound  to  a  port  in  any  other  than  an  adjoining  State.  From 
the  pleadings  it  appears  that  the  Pioneer  coasted  between 
the  ports  of  this  State  and  such  ports,  and  the  ports  of  the 
Territory  of  Washington. 

The  libellant  swears  positively  that  there  was  no  agree- 
ment as  to  the  rate  of  wages  which  he  was  to  receive,  while 
the  owner  of  the  boat  from  November  8,  1862,  to  March 
23,  1863,  testifies  that  at  the  time  of  employing  libellant, 
he  told  him  that  he  had  been  paying  $100  per  month,  and 
that  the  libellant  replied  he  was  willing  to  work  for  less. 
On  March  23,  1863,  the  master,  John  T.  Kerns,  became 
the  sole  owner  of  the  boat,  and  remained  so  until  the  sale 
to  the  claimant,  the  0.  E.  T.  Co.,  of  which  he  is  a  director. 
Kerns  testifies,  that  at  the  time  of  purchasing  the  boat  he 
made  out  libellant's  account,  crediting  him  with  his  wages 
at  $100  per  month,  and  presented  it  to  him,  and  that  the 
libellant  made  no  objection  to  it.  On  the  contrary  the 
libellant  swears  that  he  did  object  to  it  and  would  not  re- 
ceive it,  but  the  objection  he  made  at  the  time,  was  not  to 
the  amount  of  the  wages^  but  that  the  account  was  made 
out  against  the  oivner,  and  not  the  boat — saying  that  he  did 
not  understand  that,  and  only  knew  the  boat.  The  reason 
given  for  the  objection  to  the  account,  shows  pretty  con- 
clusively that  it  was  not  made  to  the  rate  of  wages,  but  the 
security. 

Two  witnesses,  employed  in  inferior  positions  on  the  boat, 
testify  to  conversations  with  the  libellant  in  which  they 
state  that  he  admitted  that  he  was  only  getting  1100  per 
month,  but  that  he  intended  to  claim  or  have  $150  there- 
after. An  engineer  testifies  to  a  conversation  between 
libellant  and  Kerns,  in  which  the  former  demanded  1160 
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per  month.,  at  that  time,  and  in  which  there  was  something 
said  about  the  wages  for  the  time  prior  thereto,  but  he 
could  not  state  particulars.  The  libellant  and  Kerns  both 
testify  concerning  this  conversation.  The  former  says  that 
he  then  demanded  $150  per  month,  and  that  Kerns  did  not 
say  whether  he  would  give  it  or  not,  but  said  that  libellant 
was  trying  to  take  advantage  of  the  fact  that  the  boat  was 
in  debt  to  him,  and  unable  to  pay.  Kerns  admits  this  de- 
mand for  $150  per  month,  but  says  that  he  told  libellant  he 
could  not  pay  it.  Both  these  conversations  with  libellant 
evidently  occurred  near  the  same  time;  Kerns  says  the  one 
with  him  occurred  about  December  1,  1863,  but  the  other 
witnesses  speak  of  October  in  the  same  year. 

These  are  all  the  material  circumstances  bearing  on  the 
question  of  whether  there  was  an  agreement  as  to  the  rate 
of  wages  or  not.  According  to  the  authorities,  where  there 
is  a  doubt  as  to  the  rate  of  wages  due  a  seaman,  it  should 
be  resolved  in  his  favor.  In  general  this  is  a  wise  and  just 
rule,  founded  upon  correct  observation  of  the  relations  be- 
tween seamen  and  their  employers.  The  latter  can  always 
protect  themselves  by  having  shipping  articles  signed,  or  in 
the  case  of  steamboats  on  short  routes  by  payments  or  set- 
tlements at  short  intervals.  But  I  think  the  rule  ought  to 
be  applied  in  this  case  with  some  reference  to  the  circum- 
stances. From  these  it  appears  that,  in  the  fall  of  1862, 
George  KeUog,  a  doctor  and  landsman,  was  the  owner  of  a 
small  steamboat  called  the  Pioneer.  She  was  propelled  by 
a  single  engine,  and  her  machinery  was  cheap  and  rickety. 
Her  master — Kerns — was  practically  a  landsman.  The  boat 
had  no  established  trade  or  route,  but  was  knocking  around 
on  the  waters  of  the  lower  Columbia  and  Wallamet  rivers, 
amid  a  strong  force  of  first-class  boats,  doing  a  sort  of  ped- 
dling, desultory,  sporadic  business.  At  times,  Kerns  was 
acting  as  master,  clerk,  ' '  and  all  hands  " — trying  to  make  the 
boat  pay  her  way.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  libellant, 
an  old  engineer  from  the  lakes,  came  to  this  country  seeking 
employment,  and  at  his  own  solicitation  was  employed  upon 
the  boat  as  engineer.     Knowledge  and  experience  were  on 
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his  side,  and  under  the  circumstances  he  was  as'  likely  to 
take  care  of  himself  in  a  bargain  as  any  of  his  employers. 

Of  course  the  law  rates  the  iibellant  as  a  seaman,  and  he 
is  therefore  entitled  to  the  rights  of  a  seaman,  particularly 
in  having  a  lien  upon  the  boat  for  the  wages  due  him;  but 
in  the  matter  of  a  bargain  with  the  master  or  owners  of  the 
Pioneer,  I  think  these  circumstances  show  that  the  parties 
in  fact  dealt  on  about  equal  terms,  and  that  therefore  the 
rule  spoken  of  should  be  applied  in  moderation  and  with 
caution. 

The  evidence  shows  that  first-class  engineers  have  been 
receiving  from  $125  to  1150  per  month,  but  these  are  pria- 
cipally  employed  on  good  paying  boats.  Others  appear  to 
make  the  best  bargain  they  can,  depending  somewhat  upon 
the  size  of  the  boat  and  its  business.  Before  the  libeUant 
went  upon  the  Pioneer,  her  engineer  was  getting  $100  per 
month. 

From  the  premises,  I  find  that  the  libeUant  was  employed 
without  any  express  contract  as  to  the  rate  of  wages,  but 
being  a  stranger  and  desirous  of  employment  and  an  oppor- 
tunity to  become  acquainted  with  the  rivers  and  business, 
he  was  more  anxious  to  obtain  a  situation  than  to  obtain  the 
highest  wages ;  that  the  sum  of  $100  a  month  was  talked 
about  at  the  time  of  the  hiring,  and  subsequently  acted  upon 
by  the  libeUant  and  the  master  and  owners,  and  that  under 
all  the  circumstances  the  law  implies  a  hiring  at  that  rate ; 
that  sometime  in  the  faU,  or  December  of  1863,  the  boat  be- 
ing unable  to  pay  expenses,  and  being  indebted  to  libeUant, 
he  demanded  wages  at  the  rate  of  $150  per  month,  and 
Kerns  remonstrated  against  this  demand,  teUing  him  that 
the  boat  was  unable  to  pay  more. 

The  libeUant  may  have  thought,  as  men  in  such  circimi- 
stances  sometimes  do,  that  as  the  boat  was  unable  to  pay 
him  what  was  due  him,  he  would  take  advantage  of  his  power 
as  a  creditor  to  fix  the  rate  of  his  wages.  Be  this  as  it  may, 
Kerns,  without  admitting  or  promising  anything,  put  him  off 
the  best  way  he  could,  hoping  to  make  some  disposition  of  the 
boat,  so  as  to  put  her  affairs  and  prospects  in  a  better  pUght. 
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The  demand  for  Jtiigher  wages  would  not  constitute  a  con- 
tract and  make  the  boat  liable  therefor,  unless  with  the 
assent  of  Kerns.  Considering  that  the  boat  was  embar- 
rassed, and  that  the  libeUant  had  a  large  claim  against  her, 
I  do  not  think  such  assent  ought  lightly  to  be  implied.  It 
was  not  expressly  given,  nor  do  I  think  there  is  reason  to 
imply  it.  The  reply  of  Kerns  that  the  boat  was  not  able  to 
pay  the  higher  wages,  was  a  qualified  refusal  of  the  demand. 
At  that  time  the  boat  was  in  port,  unemployed  half  her  time, 
and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  libeUant  was  taking  the  advan- 
tage of  his  claim  for  past  services,  to  try  and  compel  her 
owner  to  raise  his  wages.  If  the  libeUant  was  not  satisfied 
to  work  for  $100  per  month,  he  loight  have  gone  elsewhere. 
What  was  due  him  he  could  have  collected  off  the  boat. 

I  also  find  that  the  Ubellant  is  entitled  to  the  wages  of 
$100  per  month  from  November  8,  1863,  to  January  8, 
1864,  and  that  he  has  been  paid  on  account  in  one  way  and 
another,  the  sum  of  $671.62,  leaving  a  balance  of  account  in 
his  favor  of  $728.30. 

In  coming  to  this  conclusion  I  have  considered  the  libel- 
lent  as  in  the  employ  of  the  boat  during  the  five  days  in 
February,  when  the  answer  alleges  he  was  discharged.  It 
is  a  smaU  matter.  The  alleged  discharge  seems  to  have 
been  a  kind  of  conditional  one,  depending  somewhat  upon 
the  boat's  necessities  and  opportunities  to  get  business. 
The  crew  were  nominally  discharged,  but  they  were  to  con- 
tinue to  run  the  boat  if  they  could  pick  up  any  jobs.  But, 
of  course,  I  admit  that  the  libeUant  might  have  been  dis- 
charged at  that  time,  without  the  payment  of  the  wages  due. 
Certainly  the  libeUant  could  not  fasten  himself  upon  this 
boat  against  the  wishes  of  her  owner,  until  his  accruing 
wages  eat  her  up,  simply  because  the  owner  did  not,  or 
could  not,  pay  him  off.  The  boat  was  good  for  the  wages 
already  earned.  I  have  also  considered  the  libeUant  as  en- 
titled to  wages  until  January  8,  1864,  although  he  was 
actuaUy  discharged  on  January  5.  The  hiring  must  be 
construed  to  have  been  monthly,*  and  as  the  discharge  took 
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place  three  days  before  the  expiration  of  the  month  for  no 
reason  other  than  the  pleasure  or  necessities  of  the  owner, 
the  libellant  was  entitled  to  his  wages  for  the  whole  month. 

Next,  the  claimant  seeks  to  diminish  whatever  sum  may 
be  found  due  the  libellant  as  wages  by  proof  of  misconduct 
on  the  part  of  the  latter.  But  the  most  of  the  proof  in  sup- 
port of  this  allegation  suggests  that  the  claimant,  in  making 
it,  was  trying  to  keep  even  with  the  libeUant's  charge  of 
$150  per  month. 

The  machinery  was  shown  to  have  been  out  of  order  a 
good  deal,  but  I  think  this  is  more  likely  to  have  been  the 
fault  of  the  machinery  itself,  than  the  libellant.  The  boat 
was  poor,  earning  little  or  nothing  much  of  the  time,  and 
the  libellant  had  to  make  repairs  as  best  he  coald.  As  to 
the  disobedience  concerning  the  belt  and  sawing  wood,  it 
was  but  a  single  act  near  the  end  of  his  employment.  Tay- 
lor, who  was  master  at  the  time,  was  a  landsman  and  new 
hand  at  the  wheel,  and  seems  to  me  to  have  provoked  the 
engineer  by  trying  to  make  himself  particularly  offensive 
concerning  the  sawing  of  this  wood.  The  evidence  concern- 
ing the  working  the  engines  when  the  boat  was  at  the  shore, 
but  not  made  fast,  is  the  only  other  proof  of  misconduct. 
I  am  inclined  to  think  the  engineer  was  simply  mistaken  as 
to  the  line  being  out,  and  was  working  the  engines  to  keep 
steam  down.  There  is  also  some  evidence  that  the  libellant 
at  times  was  cross  and  ugly,  and  had  difficulty  with  the  men. 
"With  Kerns  he  seems  to  have  got  along  pretty  well.  It  is 
probable  that  the  libellant  is  not  a  very  agreeable  man,  and 
being  in  charge  of  poor  machinery,  often  getting  out  of 
order,  working  with  a  lot  of  green  landsmen  trying  to  run 
an  unlucky  boat,  it  is  not  remarkable  that  his  temper  should 
sometimes  get  the  better  of  him.  An  engineer  should  be 
not  only  obedient,  but  respectful  to  the  master;  but  mis- 
conduct to  forfeit  wages  should  be  satisfactorily  proven  and 
be  of  serious  import. 

Again,  a  sufficient  answer  to  all  these  charges  of  miscon- 
duct is  found  in  the  fact,  that  the  libellant  was  continued  in 
his  employment  and  position  as  engineer.     The  boat  was  in 
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port  every  day,  and  tliere  was  no  legal  or  physical  necessity 
for  continuing  to  employ  him.  By  continuing  to  employ 
him  month  after  month,  the  presumption  is,  that  his  miscon- 
duct, if  any,  was  overlooked  and  forgiven,  and  so  Kerns 
says,  "I  overlooked  it."  The  hiring  being  monthly,  I  think 
each  month's  service  must  be  considered  as  a  separate  voy- 
age at  sea.  Misconduct  during  one  voyage  cannot  be  made 
to  work  a  forfeiture  of  wages  earned  during  another.  (Piehl 
V.  Bcdchen,  Olcott  24.) 

The  owners  of  a  steamboat  ordinarily  have  the  power  to 
protect  themselves  from  misconduct  of  any  of  the  crew,  by 
discharging  a  man  whose  conduct  is  not  satisfactory.  This 
doctrine  of  forfeiture  or  diminution  of  wages  is  particularly 
applicable  to  voyages  at  sea,  where  it  is  often  impossible  to 
discharge  a  disobedient  or  negligent  seaman,  for  months 
together.  I  do  not  think  that  any  such  misconduct  is 
proven  as  entitles  the  claimant  to  a  diminution  of  wages,  or 
that  it  is  a  case  for  diminution  of  wages,  except  for  some 
misconduct  occurring  during  the  last  month  of  the  libellant's 
employment. 

One  other  question  remains  to  be  disposed  of.  It  is 
alleged  in  the  answer,  that  the  libellant  was  not  authorized 
to  serve  as  engineer  for  want  of  a  license.  The  evidence  is, 
that  he  was  duly  licensed  by  the  supervising  inspector  for 
the  district, -on  July  13,  1863,  and  that  between  November 
8,  1862,  and  the  last  mentioned  date  he  was  not  licensed, 
and  that  he  had  been  a  licensed  engineer  on  the  lakes  be- 
tween the  years  1857  and  1860. 

The  Act  of  August  30,  1852  (10  Stat.  67),  declares 
thatj 

"  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to  employ  or  any 
person  to  serve  as  engineer  or  pUot  on  any  such  \essel,  who 
is  not  licensed  by  the  inspectors,  and  any  one  so  offending 
shall  forfeit  $100  for  each  offense." 

Upon  this  provision  it  is  maintained  by  the  claimant  that 
the  libellant  cannot  recover  wages  for  the  period  he  was  not 
licensed.  I  think  such  is  the  effect  of  the  Act  beyond  a 
question.     When  a  statute  makes  a  certain  thing  or  acit  un- 
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lawful,  no  contract  to  do  or  perform  such  thing,  or  act  is 
valid,  or  can  be  enforced. 

In  BarUett  v.  Vinor,  cited  in  Chitty  on  Con.  599,  Holt, 
C.  J.,  said:  "  Every  contract  made  for  or  about  any  matter 
or  thing  which  is  prohibited  and  made  unlawful  by  any 
statute,  is  a  void  contract,  though  the  statute  itself  doth 
not  mention  that  it  shall  be  so,  but  only  inflicts  a  penalty 
on  the  defaulter,  because  a  penalty  implies  a  prohibition, 
though  there  are  no  prohibitory  words  in  the  statute."  (See 
note  1,  Chitty  on  Con.  599,  where  the  American  authorities 
are  cited  to  the  same  effect.) 

It  would  make  prohibitory  statutes  nugatory  and  of  no 
effect,  if  parties  could  act  and  contract  in  violation  of  them, 
and  thus  require  the  Courts  to  enforce  and  uphold  such 
contracts  and  doings.  The  law  leaves  the  parties  to  such 
contracts  where  it  finds  them.  It  follows  that  the  libeUant 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  wages  for  the  period  in  which  he 
served  as  engineer  without  a  license,  and  in  violation  of  the 
Act. 

This  conclusion  makes  it  necessary  to  ascertain  and  de- 
termine upon  what  part  of  the  service,  the  lawful  or  unlaw- 
ful, the  payments  made  to  the  libeUant  shaU  be  appropriatd. 
Treating  the  wages  earned  during  these  two  periods,  or 
even  the  wages  of  each  separate  month,  as  distinct  debts, 
the  law  gives  the  debtor  the  right  to  appropriate  the  pay- 
ment to  either  or  any  of  the  debts,  but  he  must  do  so  at  the 
time  of  payment,  and  by  some  act,  word,  or  other  means,  to 
the  knowledge  of  the  creditor.  Such  an  appropriation  may 
be  implied  from  circumstances  as  a  previous  refusal  on  the 
part  of  the  debtor  to  pay  one  of  two  debts.  (Taylor  y.  Sandi- 
ford,  1  Whea.  20.)  But  if  the  debtor  makes  no  appropria- 
tion of  the  payment,  then  the  right  attaches  to  the  creditor 
in  the  same  manner,  except  that  it  appears  he  may  make 
the  appropriation  at  any  time  thereafter  before  an  action  or 
controversy  concerning  the  same.  After  this,  the  author- 
ities differ  as  to  the  creditor's  right  to  appropriate,  but  the 
weight  of  them  seems  to  be  that  he  may.  (Chitty  on  Con. 
645,  n.  1.)     If  neither  the  debtor  or  creditor  has  appro- 
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priated  tlie  payment,  the  Court  must  apply  it  as  appears  to  be 
the  most  equitable  and  just,  other  things  being  equal,  giv- 
ing the  preference  to  the  'claims  with  the  poorest  security. 
(Id.)  As  between  a  laivful  and  unlawful  contract,  the 
law  will  appropriate  a  general  payment  to  the  former  in 
preference  to  the  latter,  but  it  seems  that  the  creditor  may 
appropriate  such  payment  upon  the  unlawful  contract,  or 
upon  a  debt  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  (Chitty 
on  Con.  646-7-8.)  • 

Appropriating  these  payments  upon  these  rules  and  prin- 
ciples, or  rather  determining  what  appropriation,  if  any, 
was  made  of  them  by  the  parties,  there  is  no  doubt  that  all 
of  the  payments  made  before  the  lawful  hiring  commenced, 
were  made  and  received  on  account  of  the  wages  earned 
upon  the  unlawful  contract.  There  was  then  no  other  debt 
to  apply  them  on.  There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any 
express  appropriation  by  either  party,  but  bearing  in  mind 
that  the  parties  regarded  the  wages  for  each  month  as 
equally  due  the  libellant,  I  think  it  reasonable  to  infer  that 
all  the  payments  were  made  and  received  on  account  of  the 
older  debts.  This  conclusion  is  the  more  reasonable  in  this 
case,  because  as  between  the  parties,, the  indebtedness  does 
not  present  that  well  defined  instance  of  distinct  debts  to 
which  the  doctrine  of  appropriation  applies.  More  cor- 
rectly speaking,  this  is  the  case  of  a  running  account,  or  a 
continuous  series  of  separate  accounts,  treated  by  the  par- 
ties as  an  entirety.  In  such  cases,  the  doctrine  of  appro- 
priation does  not  apply,  and  general  payments  are  presumed 
to  have  been  made  in  discharge  of  the  earlier  items  of  the 
account.  (Chitty  on  Con.,  649,  n.  2 ;  United  States  v. 
Kirkpatrick,  9  Whea.  737). 

The  libellant  is  entitled  to  recover  his  wages  at  the  rate 
of  $100  per  month  from  the  date  of  the  lawful  hiring^ — July 
13,  1863 — ^until  January  8,  1864,  a  period  of  six  months 
less  five  days,  amounting  to  $583. 33 J.  The  wages  for  the 
eight  months  and  five  days  during  which  the  libellant  was 
employed  without  license,  cannot  be  recovered,  but  the 
payments  are  presumed  to  have  been  made  on  that  account. 
7 
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This  leaves  the  sum  of  $145.04|  of  the  lilDellant's  account 
Unpaid,  and  for  which  he  cannot  recover.  ]^ecree,  that  the 
libellant  recover  the  sum  of  $583. 33|,  with  costs. 

E.  W.  McGraw,  for  libellant.  ' 

Amory  Hdlhrooh,  for  claimant. 
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Where  a  jettison  of  cargo  becomes  necessary  for  the  safety  of  the  vessel,  the 
owner  and  vessel  are  liable  for  the  loss,  if  the  peril  of  the  ship  is  directly 
attributable  to  the  want  of  diligence  or  sHU  upon  the  part  of  the  master  or 
crew. 

Where  a  vessel  came  into  the  Columbia  river  without  a  pilot  and  without  any 
imperative  necessity  for  so  doing,  and  owing  to  the  want  of  knowledge  on 
the  part  of  those  in  charge  of  her,  as  to  the  usual  state  of  the  tide  and 
wind  at  that  season  of  the  year  and  time  of  day  inside  of  Cape  Disappoint- 
ment, such  vessel  was  thrown  upon  Sulphur .  Spit,  and  was  compelled  to 
throw  over  part  of  the  cargo,  the  owner  and  vessel  were  held  liable  for  the 
loss,  because  the  same  was  directly  attributable  to  the  unsMllfulness  and 
ignorance  of  the  master,  in  attempting  to  cross  the  bar  when  and  as  he 
did. 

"  Deady,  J.  Janion,  Green  and  Ehodes,  of  Yictoria,  bring 
this  suit  to  recover  the  value  of  certain  goods  shipped  by 
them  on  the  schooner  Jenny  Jones,  from  Yictoria  to  Port- 
land, and  not  delivered. 

The  libel  was  filed  July  6,  1864.  The  respondent  and 
claimant,  James  Jones,  appeared  and  aaiswered  the  libel  on 
July  7,  artd  by  consent  of  parties,  the  cause  was  set  for 
trial  at  once. 

By  the  pleadings  it  is  admitted,  that  the  schooner,  on  May 
10,  1864 — the  claimant  being  both  owner  and  mastet — 
sailed  from  Victoria  fqr  Portland,  having  on  board  two  hun- 
dred mats  of  sugar  and  ten  hogsheads  of  ale  belonging  to 
the  libellants,  to  be  delivered  to  their  consignees,  Ladd, 
Eeed  &  Co.,  at  the  latter  port;  that  the  claimant  signed  the 
usual  bills  of  lading,  and  was  to  receive  certain  freight  and 
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primage  for  tlie  carriage  of  the  goods;  and  that  the  goods 
were  never  delivered. 

As  an  excuse  for  the  non-delivery  of  the  goods,  the  claim- 
ant pleads  in  his  answer,  "that  on  May  14,  1864,  said 
schooner  being  properly  in  the  pursuit  of  her  voyage,  by 
the  dangers  and  perils  of  the  sea,  stress  of  weather  and  the 
unavoidable  causes  of  accident  connected  therewith,  and 
without  negligence  of  the  respondent,  was  thrown  upon 
the  shoals  and  a  sand  spit  at  the  entrance  of  the  Colum- 
bia river,  *  *  *  *  in  the  midst  of  the  breakers 
therein,  and  then  was  momentarily  in  danger  of  total 
■wreck  of  said  schooner,  and  loss  of  all  her  cargo,  and  the 
crew  and  passengers,"  and  that  to  save  the  vessel,  crew  and 
passengers,  the  claimant  then  and  there  caused  the  goods  of 
the  libellant,  together  with  other  goods  on  board,  to  be 
thrown  overboard.  The  answer  also  denies  negligence,  and 
that  the  goods  were  of  the  value  alleged  in  the  libel — 
S858.70. 

On  the  trial  it  was  admitted  that  on  the  day  of  the  wreck. 
May  14,  the  pilot  boat  of  the  Columbia  river  bar,  was  in- 
side the  bar,  and  that  the  pilot  thereou  saw  the  schooner 
approaching,  and  would  have  gone  out  to  her,  but  the  wind 
would  not  permit;  and,  also,  that  the  goods  were  of  the 
value  alleged  in  the  libel.  The  bills  of  lading  were  pro- 
duced and  contained  the  clause :  ' '  the  dangers  of  the  sea 
only  excepted."  A  number  of  witnesses  have  been  ex- 
amined, including  the  claimant,  and  one  of  the  crew  of  .the 
schooner — ^Eichard  Downie — touching  the  propriety  of  the 
schooner's  attempting  to  cross  the  bar  when  she  did  with- 
out a  bar  pilot,  and  the  necessity  of  the  jettison. 

On  the  argument,  it  was  practically  admitted  by  counsel 
for  libellants,  that  after  the  schooner  struck  or  grounded, 
it  was  necessary  to  throw  over  the  cargo  to  get  her  off  and 
save  the  lives  of  the  passengers  and  crew.  The  schooner 
was  heavily  laden  with  pig  iron,  the  goods  of  the  libellants 
were  stowed  on  top,  and  it  was  necessary  to  throw  out  most 
of  the  cargo,  to  lighten  the  vessel  over  the  sand  spit  on 
which  she  grounded. 
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The  right  to  recover  turns  upon  the  question  of  whether 
the  schooner  was  properly  navigated  in  crossing  the  bar  as 
she  did.  The  evidence*  bearing  upon  the  question,  estab- 
lishes the  following  facts : 

That  the  Jenny  Jones,  with  assorted  cargo  and  twenty 
passengers,  after  a  voyage  of  three  days  from  Victoria, 
made  the  offing  near  the  mouth  of  the  Columbia  river,  about 
seven  o'clock  p.  n.  of  May  13 ;  that  the  pilot  boat  was 
inside  of  Baker's  Bay,  but  could  not  be  seen  from  the 
schooner;  that  there  was  a  smart  northwest  breeze  outside, 
and  the  vessel  was  in  good  condition  and  well  provided,  so 
far  as  appears;  that  the  schooner  stood  off  the  mouth  of  the 
river  until  half-past  four  o'clock  in  the  morning,  when  she 
stood  in  for  the  bar  with  a  fresh  breeze  from  the  northwest, 
where  she  arrived  about  six  o'clock,  and  sailed  in  the  north 
channel,  having  about  twenty  minutes  before  set  a  signal  for 
a  pilot,  without,  however,  delaying  on  that  account;  that 
about  a  mile  inside  the  bar  and  near  Cape  Disappointment, 
it  is  necessary  to  haul  to  the  northward,  and  at  this  point 
the  wind  died  away,  and  the  schooner  met  the  ebb  tide  with 
very  heavy  rollers,  two  or  three  of  which  struck  her  on  the 
port  bow,  and  drove  her  over  on  Sulphur  Spit,  on  the  south 
side  of  the  channel;  that  finding  the  schooner  going  on  to 
the  spit  sideways,  the  sailing-master,  Spenser,  turned  her 
head  on,  in  the  hope  of  being  able  to  drive  her  across  it  into 
the  south  chaimel,  but  the  water  was  too  shallow,  and'  the 
schooner  grounded  at  about  half -past  seven  o'clock;  that 
about  seven  o'clock  p.  m.  of  the  same  day,  after  throwing 
over  about  two  thirds  of  the  cargo,  the  vessel  with  the  flood 
tide  and  a  fresh  breeze,  got  over  the  spit  into  the  south 
channel,  and  reached  Astoria  that  evening,  leaking  and  con- 
siderably damaged. 

That  from  the  nautical  almanac  it  appears  that  on  May 
14,  flood  tide  on  the  bar  would  commence  about  one 
o'clock  A.  M.  and  run  for  six  hours,  and  again  about 
one  o'clock  p.  M.  and  run  ifor  same  time;  that,  in  fact,  the 
duration  of  the  flood  tide  on  the  Columbia  river  bar  is 
governed  by  the  stage  of  the  water  in  the  river,  and  the 
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strengtli  and  duration  of  the  northeast  winds,  and  that 
sometimes  owing  to  these  causes  the  flood  tide  is  scarcely 
perceptible;  that  during  some  weeks  in  the  months  of  May 
and  June,  owing  to  the  melting  of  the  snow  in  the  moun- 
tains, there  is  always  high  water  in  the  Columbia  river,  and 
a  strong  current  outward  at  the  mouth;  that  this  year  the 
rise  in  the  Columbia  came  early,  and  was  stronger  than 
usual  at  the  time  the  schooner  came  in,  and  for  that  reason 
the  flood  tide  did  not  run  more  than  four  or  five  hours  on 
the  morning  of  May  14;  that  although  a  northwest  wind 
is  a  fair  one  for  a  vessel  bound  in,  yet  in  the  morning,  in 
the  spring  season,  it  often  dies  away  near  Cape  Disappoint- 
ment, and  then  you  meet  a  northeast  wind  inside;  but  in 
the  afternoon  a  vessel  is  most  likely  to  carry  the  northwest 
wind  to  Astoria,  several  miles  above  Sulphur  Spit,  at  which 
point  the  dangers  of  the  navigation  cease,  and  not  before; 
that  the  claimant  is  not  an  experienced  seaman,  and  has  but 
little  knowledge  of  the  Columbia  river  bar,  but  that  he 
relied  upon  Spenser,  his  sailing-master,  who  had  taken  the 
schooner  out  over  the  bar  in  April  previous,  and  about  a 
year  before  had  taken  some  small  craft  in  and  out  a  few 
times;  and  that  several  persons  of  more  or  less  experience 
in  crossing  the  bar,  testified  on  the  trial,  that  under  the  cir- 
cumstances they  would  have  done  as  the  claimant  did,  and 
attempted  to  bring  the  schooner  in  without  a  pilot. 

Upon  these  facts  the  question  arises,  was  the  jettison  the 
result  of  unavoidable  accident;  or  may  it  fairly  be  attributed 
to  the  want  of  skill  and  prudence  in  the  navigation  of  the 
vessel  ? 

The  contract  and  business  of  the  claimant  was  that  of  a 
common  carrier,  and  the  law  wisely  imposes  upon  him  the 
duty  of  using  all  reasonable  skill  and  prudence  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  undertaking.  The  clause  in  the  bill  of  lad- 
ing—"the  dangers  of  the  sea  only  excepted,"  does  not  limit 
the  liability  of  the  carrier.  The  law,  in  exempting  a  com- 
mon carrier  from  responsibility  for  unavoidable  accidei]J;s, 
silently  attaches  such  a  clause  to  all,  contracts  for  the  car- 
riage of  goods  for  hire. 
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But  if  the  loss  is  directly  attributable  to  human  agency, 
then  it  is  not  caused  by  unavoidable  accident,  whatever  may 
be  the  immediate  cause  of  such  loss.  For  instance,  although 
it  be  admitted  that  the  loss  of  the  goods  was  unavoidable  at 
the  moment  they  were  thrown  over,  yet  if  the  goods  were 
placed  in  this  peril  and  necessity  by  the  want  of  ordiaary 
diligence — reasonable  skill  and  prudence — in  navigating  the 
schooner  under  the  circumstances,  the  loss  is  directly  at- 
tributable to  human  agency,  and  the  carrier  is  liable. 
(Story  on  Bail.  §  512.) 

Was  the  master  justifiable  in  coming  in  without  a  bar 
pilot  ?  As  far  as  the  pilot  is  concerned,  he  had  a  legal  right 
to  do  so,  but  so  far  as  shippers  are  concerned,  if  he  omitted 
to  take  a  pilot,  except  under  circumstances  of  imperative 
necessity,  he  took  the  risk  of  all  accidents  which  are  attrili- 
utable  to  that  cause.  Under  such  circumstances  the  master, 
owner  and  vessel  are  liable  to  the  shipper  for  any  injury  re- 
sulting from  a  want  of  that  knowledge  which  might  have 
been  obtained  by  the  employment  of  a  pilot  concerning  the 
condition  of  the  tides,  currents,  winds,  shoals,  or  other  mat- 
ters affecting  the  navigation  of  the  river. 

There  was  no  imperative  necessity  for  bringing  the 
schooner  in  without  a  pilot.  Taking  half  tide  as  the  proper 
time  to  come  in,  so  far  as  the  tide  is  concerned,  the  schooner 
should  not  have  attempted  to  come  in  before  four  o'clock 
A.M.,  May  14.  This  was ■  about  daylight  when  the  schooner 
was  yet  some  distance  at  sea.  But  for  another  reason  it  was 
not  proper  to  attempt  an  entrance  until  the  afternoon  of  that 
day,  because  in  the  morning,  a  vessel  was  liable  to  lose  the 
wind  behind  -Cape  Disappointment,  and  at  the  same  time 
meet  a  strong  ebb  tide  by  reason  of  the  unusual  current  in 
the  river.  I  do  not  think  the  master  ought  to  have  expected 
a  pilot  to  take  him  in  before  the  .flood  tide  in  the  afternoon 
of  May  14,  as  that  was  really  the  first  time  it  could  be 
safely  undertaken  after  the  schooner  reached  the  bar.  It 
appears  that  it  is  not  unusual  for  a  vessel  to  lay  off  the 
mouth  two  or  three  days  for  a  pilot.  If  there  was  a  steam 
tug  on  the  bar,  as  there  ought  to  be,  there  would  be  no 
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necessity  for  delay  in  piloting  in  a  vessel,  except  in  rare 
instances. 

Counsel  for  claimant  maintain  that  Spenser  is  shown  to 
have  been  a  competent  pilot,  although  not  a  licensed  one, 
and  that  is  sufficient.  The  evidence  upon  this  point  does 
not  satisfy  me  of  that  fact.  The  master  testifies  that  he 
signaled  for  a  pilot  twenty  minutes  before  he  went  in,  and- 
unless  this  was  intended  at  the  time  as  a  mere  ma;ke-believe, 
it  indicates  pretty  plainly  that  he  thought  he  needed  one. 
Spenser  may  have  been  as  able,  with  the  assistance  of  a 
chart,  to  follow  the  channel,  as  any  one.  But  he  does  not 
appear  to  ha^e  been  acquainted  with  the  local  causes  that 
affected  the  flow  of  the  tide,  or  the  peculiarities  of  the  wind 
at  certain  seasons  of  the  year  and  times  of  day,  and  upon 
knowledge  of  these,  and  the  like,  depends,  ia  a  great  meas- 
ure, the  competency  of  a  bar  pilot. 

But  admitting  that  Spenser  was  competent  to  navigate  the 
schooner  on  the  occasion,  with  reasonable  skill  and  pru- 
dence, did  he  do  so  ?  I  think  not.  He  was  probably  igno- 
rant of  the  ^impropriety  of  attemptirig  to  cross  the  bar  on. 
the  last  of  a  flood  tide,  because  he  was  unaware  of  the 
unusually  strong  current  in  the  river,  and  the  prevalence  of 
the  northeast  wind  on  the  inside.  But  all  these  facts  were 
known  to  the  local  pilots,  and  if  the  master  had  availed  him- 
self of  this  knowledge  by  the  employment  of  one  of  these, 
as  he  was  bound  to,  the  loss,  so  far  as  can  be  seen,  would 
not  have  occurred. 

Upon  the  concurrent  testimony  of  the  witnesses  as  to  the 
usual  condition  of  the  tides,  current  and  winds,  at  that  sea- 
son, it  appears  quite  probable  that  the  vessel  came  in  at  an 
improper  time  of  the  day  and  stage  of  the  tide,  and  the  re- 
sult of  the  experiment  proves  such  to  have  been  the  fact. 
The  freshet  in  the  Coliunbia  was  earlier  than  usual  this 
year — a  fact  of  which  Spenser  appears  to  have  been  igno- 
rant. Had  this  been  otherwise  the  flood  tide  might  have  • 
lasted  untn  the  schooner  reached  Astoria,  and  thus  carried 
her  by  the  spit  after  she  lost  the  northwest  wind. 
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I  find  that  the  jettison  of  the  libellant's  goods,  although 
unavoidable  at  the  time^  was  nevertheless  the  direct 'conse- 
quence of  the  conduct  of  the  master,  in  entering  the  river 
at  an  improper  time  of  tide  and  wind,  which  might  have 
been  avoided  by  waiting  a  reasonable  time  for  a  qualified 
pilot,  and  that  therefore  the  claimant  and  schooner  are  both 
liable  to  the  libellants  for  the  value  of  the  goods  with  legal 
interest  from  the  time  they  should  have  been  delivered — i 
say  May  20,  1864. 

It  will  be  obsferved,  that  in  coming  to  this  conclusion,  I 
have  not  given  much  heed  to  the  testimony  of  certain  wit- 
nesses, who  declared  that  if  they  had  been  in  command  of 
the  schooner,  under  the  circumstances,  they  would  have 
brought  her  in  without  waiting  for  a  pilot.  They  might 
have  done  so,  and  doubtless  think  they  would,  but  if  they 
had,  and  a  similar  loss  of  cargo  had  been  tl;ie  consequence, 
they  would  have  been  liable  for  it.  The  law  imposes  a  cer- 
tain obligation  upon  a  common  carrier.  He  must  use  or- 
dinsiry  diligence  to  avail  himself  of  the  knowledge  and 
mfeans  necessary  to  transport  safely  the  goods  bailed  to  him. 
whatever  these  witnesses  may  think  or  say  they  would  have 
done  under  like  circumstances,  it  is  manifest  to  my  miad 
that  the  risk  incurred  in  bringing  the  schooner  in  when  she 
was  without  a  competent  pilot,  was  unnecessary,  and  be- 
trayed a  reckless  disregard  of  duty  or  a  want  of  reasonable 
skill  and  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  claimant. 

Decree,  that  the  libellant  recover  the  sum  of  $858.70, 
with  legal  interest  from  May  20,  1864,  with  costs. 

David  Logan,  for  libellants. 

La/ayeite  Grover,  for  claimant. 
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A  sale  of  a  vessel  to  a  corporation  organized  and  existing  nnder  the  laws  of 
a  foreign  country,  is  a  sale  "to  a  subject  or  citizen  of  a  foreign  prince  or 
State, ' '  as  the  case  may  be,  within  the  meaning  of  Section  16  ol  the  Regis- 
try Act  (1  Stat.  295),  without  reference  to  the  nationality  or  citizenship  of 
the  shareholders  therein. 

But  if  such  corporation  were  not  a  subject  within  the  purview  of  such  sec- 
tion, th«n  if  any  of  the  shareholders  therein  were  such  subjects,  such  sale 
would  b»thug  far,  and  therefore  "  in  part,"  a  sale  '*to  a  subject  or  citizen 
of  a  foreign  prince  or  State." 

A  sale  upon  credit,  and  upon  the  condition  that  the  purchaser  shall  not  use 
the  vessel  until  the  purchase  money  is  all  paid,  and  that  if  default  is  made 
therein,  the  seller  may  retake  the  vessel  into  his  possession,  is  a  sale  within 
such  Section  16. 

Sale  of  vessel  to  a  subject  of  a  foreign  prince,  how  and  by  whom  made 
known,  and  upon  whom,  is  the  burden  of  proof  concerning  the  omission  to 
make  such  sale  known. 

Upon  the  sale  of  a- vessel  to  such  subject,  she  is  no  longer  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  her  American  register;  and  it  she  is  afterwards  navigated  there- 
under, it  is  a  violation  of  Section  27  of  the  Eegistry  Act  (1  Stat.  298). 

An  unlicensed  engineer  cannot  recover  wages  for  services  on  a  steam  vessel 
engaged  in  carrying  passengers  on  the  waters  of  the  United  States. 

Deady,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  by  the  United  States  to 
enforce  a  forfeiture  of  the  steamboat  Maria,  for  alleged  vio- 
lations of  Sections  16  and  27  of  the  Registry  Act,  of  Decem- 
ber 31st,  1792  (1  Stat.  295,  298),  which  read  as  follows  : 

"Section  16.  If  any  ship  or  vessel  *  *  *  which  shall 
be  hereafter  registered  as  a  ship  or  vessel  of  tLe  United 
States,  shall  be  sold  or  transferred,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by 
way  of  trust,  confidence,  or  otherwise,  to  a  subject  or  citi- 
zen of  any  foreign  prince  or  State,  and  such  sale  or  transfer 
shall  not  be  made  known,  in  manner  hereinbefore  directed, 
such  ship  or  vessel,  together  with  her  tackle,  apparel  and 
furniture,  shall  be  forfeited." 

"Section  27.  If  any  certificate, of  registry  or  record  shall 
be  fraudulently  or  knowingly  used  for  any  ship  or  vessel  not 
then  actually  entitled  to  the  benefit  thereof,  according  to  the 
true  intent  of  this  Act,  such  ship  or  vessel  shall  be  forfeited 
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to  the  United  States,  witli  Ker  tackle,  apparel,  and  furni- 
ture." 

'  The  libel  of  information  was  filed  on  the  date  of  the 
seiznire — March  3d,  1863 — -and  the  first  article  thereof,  al-: 
leges  that  the.  Maria,  at  the  port  of  San  Erancisoo,  on  July 
29,  1858,  was  duly  registered  as  an  American  vessel,  of 
69f|-  toils  burthen,  with  William  Lubbock  sole  owner  and 
master ;  that  in  August,  1858,  the  Maria  cleared  from  the 
port  aforesaid  for  the  foreign  port  of  Victoria,  where  in  the 
year  1859,  she  was  sold  and  transferred  to  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion— The  British  Columbia  and  Vancouyer's  Island  Steam- 
boat Co. — the  same  being  a  body  corporate  under  the  laws  ■ 
of  Vancouver's  Island,  and  composed  in  whole  or  in  part  of 
aliens ;  that  afterwards — about  August  8,  1862 — the  Maria 
entered  at  the  port  of  Astoria,  in  the  District  of  Oregon, 
with  Bobert  Haley  as  master,  the  same  being  the  first  Ameri- 
cans port  that  she  had -entered  after  the- sale  and  transfer 
aforesaid,  and  said  master  did  not  then  make  such  sale 
known  to  the  collector  at  Astoria,  but  fraudulently  and 
'  wrongfully  concealed  the  same,  therefrom,  whereby  the  Maria 
became  forfeited,  etc. 

The  second  and  third  articles  of  the  libel  are  substantially 
the  same  as  the  first,  except  that  in  the  third,  it  is  further 
alleged,  that  said  Lubbock  first  sold  an  interest  in  said  ves- 
sel to  certain  persons  at  Victoria,  citizens  of  the  United 
States,  and  that  afterwards  said  Lubbock,  and  such  other 
persons,  sold  ,and  transferred  her  to  the  foreign  corporation 
aforesaid ;  that  upon  the  entry  of  the  vessel  at  Astoria,  said 
Haley  filed  the  American  register  aforesaid,  with  the  col- 
lector of  that  port,  together-  with  a  certificate  of  Allen 
Francis,  United  States  Consul  at  the  port  of  Victoria,  dated 
July  31,  1862,  to  the  effect  that  the  Maria  was  then  owned 
by  one  John  T.  "Wright,  of  San  Francisco^  and  also  his  own 
affidavit  that  he  was  an  American  citizen  and  master  of  the 
Maria,  and  did  then  and  -there  demand  of  and  apply  to  the 
collector,  for  a  coasting  license  for  said  vessel. 

The  remaining  article  alleges,  tha,t  the  American  register 
aforesaid  was  by  the  said  vessel  knowingly  or  fraudulently 
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used  at  the  port  of  Astoria,  at  the  time  of  her  entry  then  as 
aforesaid,  she  not  being  then  entitled  to  the  use  of  such 
register,  according  to  the  true  intent  of  the  Act  of  Decem- 
ber 31,  1792,  whereby  the  Maria  became  forfeited,  etc. 

On  April  1,  John  C.  Gibson,  intervening  for  his  interest, 
answered  the  libel,  wherein  he  alleged  there  was  due  him 
for  services  as  engineer  upon  the  Maria,  at  the  wages  of 
$200  per  month,  from  July  27  to  November  8,  1862,  the 
sum  of  $728,  and  also  $256  advanced  by  him  about  August 
26,  1862,  to  the  master  and  clerk,  to  purchase  necessary 
supplies  for  said  vessel. 

On  AprU  6,  John  E.  Fleming  filed  a  claim  of  ownership 
and  answered  the  libel,  denying  all  the  material  allegations 
therein,  except  the  ones  concerning  the  issuance  of  the  reg- 
ister to  the  Maria,  at  San  Francisco,  her  sailing  to  the  port 
of  Victoria  and  remaining  there  until  her  entry  at  Astoria. 

On  April  13,  the  claimant,  Fleming,  answered  the  claim 
of  Gibson  for  wages  and  money  advanced,  wherein  he  denied 
all  knowledge  of  money  advanced,  but  admitted  that  Gibson 
served  as  engineer  from  July  28  to  September  17,  1862, 
for  which  he  was  entitled  to  the  customary  wages  of  $150 
per  month,  and  the  further  sum  of  $11  expended  by  him  for 
board  while  engaged  in  repairing  the  vessel,  which  amounts 
had  been  duly  tendered  to  said  Gibson  and  by  him  refused; 
alleges  that  Gibson  was  employed  by  one  John  T.  Wright, 
who  then  owned  the  vessel,  and  that  as  soon  as  claimant 
came  into  possession  of  the  vessel — about  September  17, 
1862 — he  discharged  Gibson. 

On  April  6,  the  libellant  filed  exceptions  to  the  claim 
of  Gibson  for  money  advanced  to  the  master  and  "clerk;  and 
on  the  same  day  Eobert  Haley  aforesaid,  as  agent  of  Wil- 
liam M.  Lubbock  aforesaid,  filed  a  claim  of  ownership  and 
answered  the  libel,  denying  thereby  all  the  material  allega- 
tions of  the  same,  except  the  ones  admitted  by  the  claimant 
Fleming,  and  alleging  that  said  Lubbock  is  the  sole  owner  of 
the  Maria,  and  he,  Haley,  is  the  master  and  husband  thereof 
and  duly  authorized  by  said  Lubbock,  now  of  San  Francisco, 
to  appear  and  make  this  claim  and  defense  on  his  behalf. 
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On  the  trial  the  libellant  read  the  testimony  of  C.  A.  Gil- 
lingham,  Alexander  D.  McDoiIald,  Frank  Tarbell  and  Allen 
Prancis,  of  Victoria,  taken  upon  letters  rogatory;  and  that 
of  H.  C.  Leonard  and  William  Irvine,  taken  before  the 
Court;  also  the  following  documents:  A  certified  copy  of  the 
"Memorandum  of  Association  of  the  British  Columbia  and 
Victoria  Steam  Navigation  Co.";  and  of  the  entry  in  the 
books  of  the  American  Consulate  at  Victoria,  concerning 
the  Mafia. 

The  claimant,  Fleming,  read  in  evidence  a  biU  of  sale 
of  the  Maria,  dated  September  1,  1862,  from  John  T. 
Wright  to  himself,  and  acknowledged  at  Victoria  the  day 
of  its  date,  before  Allen  Francis,  aforesaid;  also  an  extra- 
official  certificate  from  said  AUen  to  said  Wright,  dated 
March  21,  1863,  wherein  the  former,  for  some  reason  not 
disclosed,  certifies  that  on  July  31,  1862,  said  Wright  con- 
sulted with  him  about  the  propjrie'ty  of  purchasing  the  Maria, 
and  that  upon  inspection  of  the  papers  tlien  deposited  in  his 
office,  including  "various  bills  of  sale,"  he  advised  said 
Wright,  that  as  the  vessel  had  an  American  register,  and 
had  never  been  under  the  British  flag,  he  might  purchase 
her  with  safety! 

The  claimant,  Lubbock,  offered  no  evidence. 

The  following  facts  are  satisfactorily  proven : 

That  early  in  the  Frazer  river  gold  excitement,  in  the  sum- 
mer of  1858,  the  Maria  being  a  registered  American  vessel, 
the  property  of  the  claimant  Lubbock,  was  taken  to  Victoria, 
to  navigate  the  waters  of  British  Columbia,  that  the  vessel  was 
commanded  by  Henry  Lubbock,  a  brother  of  the  claimant, 
WiUiam  M.,  who,  in  the  early  part  of  1859,  sold  one  haK  of 
her  to  Leonard  and  Green,  American  citizens  of  Portland; 
Ainsworth  and  Thompson,  of  the  like  citizenship  and  resi- 
dence, but  then  at  Victoria,  being  interested  in  the  pur- 
chase; that  the  Maria  was  run  in  opposition  to  the  boats  of 
the  British  corporation  aforesaid,  under  special  permits 
from  the  colonial  authorities,  until  the  close  of  1859,  or  the 
beginning  of  1860,  when  she  was  sold  by  her  American 
owners  aforesaid,  to  the  corporation  aforesaid,  who  con- 
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tinued  to  own  her  mitil  sometime  between  May  and  August,  - 
1862,  when  she  was  transferred  to  John  T.  Wright,  afore- 
said, by  said  corporation,  for  the  purpose  of  being  brought 
to  Portland,  to  navigate  the  waters  of  this  district,  where, 
she  afterwards  arrived,  and  remained  until  seized  as  alleged 
in  the  libel — said  Wright  being  an  American  citizen,  buit 
then,  and  now,  a  resident  of  Victoria,  and  a  large  stock- 
*  holder  in  said  British  corporation. 

A  point  is  made  on  behaK  of  the  claimant,  Fleming,  that 
the  transfer  to  the  British  corporation  was  conditional,  and 
did  not  amount  to  a  sale  within  the  purview  of  Section  16 
of  the  Registry  Act. 

The  facts  are,  that  the  Maria  was  sold  and  delivered  to 
the  corporation  for  $20,000.  The  terms  of  the  sale  were, 
that  the  corporation  was  to  pay  this  sum  in  installments, 
■  bearing  a  certain  proportion  to  the  profits  of  their  business. 
These,  profits,  it  was  naturally  supposed,  would  be  much 
enhanced  by  the  purchase,  and  thus  the  corporation  ex- 
pected to  make  the  payments  agreed  on.  It  was  also  agreed, 
that  if  the  corporation  should  fail  to  make  the  payments  as 
per  contract,  that  the  sellers  should  have  the  right  to  re- 
take the  Maria  into  their  possession,  and  to  prevent  any 
depreciation  of  their  security  in  the  meantime,  it  was  pro- 
.  vided,  that  the  vessel  should  not  be  used  by  the  corporation, 
until  all  the  purchase  money  was  paid,  except  an  occasional 
trip,  when  one  of  its  other  boats  might  be  disabled. 

Substantially,  this  is  the  testimony  of  Leonard,  one  of  the 
sellers,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  that  suggests  a 
doubt  as  to  its  correctness.  The  testimony  of  Irvine  is  to 
the  same  general  effect,  though,  being  a  very  unwilling  wit- 
ness for  the  libellant,  he  endeavors  in  his  account  of  the 
transaction,  to  make  it  as  mild  as  possible. 

This  was  a  sale  by  way  of  trust  or  confidence  at  least; 
the  trust  and  confidence  being,  that  if  the  corporation  should 
be  unable  to  pay  the  purchase  money,  according  to  the 
terms  of  sale,  then  it  would  return  the  vessel  to  the  sailors. 
To  bring  a  case  within  the  purview  of  the  Act,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  sale  should  be  a  beneficial  or  honafide  one,  but  it 
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is  sufficient  if  there  be  "  a  transmutation  of  ownership,  by  way 
of  trust  confidence  or  otherwise."  {The  Margaret,  9  Whea. 
424.)  In  the  case  just  cited,  the  Supreme  Court  held  that 
a  mere  colorable  change  of  ownership  or  sale,  made  for  the 
purpose  of  evading  the  revenue  laws  of  a  foreign  country, 
was  a  sale  within  the  statute.  Buit  if  it  was  a  conditional 
sale,  the  condition  being  in  substance  and  effect,  that  the 
seller  might  reclaim  the  property,  upon  a  failure  to' pay  the 
purchase  money;  nevertheless,  it  was  a  sale.  The  property 
in  the  vessel  in  the  meantime,  was  in  the  corporation,  and 
if  she  had  been  destroyed  by  any  casualty,  it  would  have 
been  its  loss. 

But,  in  fact,  the  British  corporation  paid  the  purchase 
money  as  it  agreed  to,  or  as  the  sellers  subsequently  agreed 
to  receive  it,  and  the  vessel  was  never  retaken  by  the  latter, 
but  remained  in  the-  possession  of  the  former.  In  pursu- 
ance of  the  terms  of  the  sale,  the  corporation  paid  the 
former  American  owners  the  sum  of  $13,000,  when  ia  De- 
cember, 1861,  or  January,  1862,  Leonard,  acting  on  behalf 
of  the  Portland  parties,  and  GiUingham,  of  the  claimant 
Lubbock,  arranged  with  the  corporation  to  take  its  notes, 
endorsed  by  the  witness  Irvine,  for  the  sum  of  $7,000,  the 
amount  -then  remaining  due,  and  give  the  latter  an  absolute 
bill  of  sale  of  the  vessel.  This  arrangement  was  carried  out. 
at  once.  Leonard  and  GiUingham  executed  the  bill  of  sale. 
The  notes  were  made  and  delivered,  and  afterwards  duly 
paid.  Here,  then,-  at  least,  was  an  absolute  and  unqualified 
sale  to  this  foreign  corporation. 

Counsel  for  the  claimants  insist  that  the  government 
should  produce  the  bill  of  sale  last  mentioned;  but  upon  the 
evidence  it  is  probable,  and  such  is  the  legal  presumption, 
that  this  instrument  as  a  muniment  of  title  followed  the 
ownership  and  possession  of  the  Maria,  and  that,  therefore, 
it  is  under  the  control  of  the  claimants,  at  least  in  the  case  of 
Fleming,  who  claims  to  have  purchased  since  the  execution 
of  this  bill  of  sale  to  the  corporation. 

Again,  it  is  questioned  whether  this  corporation,  "The 
British  Columbia  and  Victoria  Steam  Navigation  CompEthy," 
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can  be  considered  "  a  subject  or  citizen  of  a  foreign  prince 
or  State." 

Tlie  evidence  proves  that  the  corporation  was  formed  and 
exists  Tinder  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  the  foreign  country 
where  it  is  located  and  doing  business.  "Without  reference 
to  the  nationality  of  the  stock  or  stockholders  therein,  I 
am  satisfied  that  the  corporation,  for  the  purpose  of  section 
16  of  the  Begistry  Act,  must  be  deemed  a  subject  or  citizen 
of  the  country  by  authority  and  permission  of  whose  laws  it 
was  created  and  exists.  Manifestly,  the  omission  to  make 
known  a  sale  to  such  a  corporation,  is  within  the  mischief 
iatended  to  be  guarded  against  and  prevented  by  the 
section. 

But  even  admitting  that  the  individuals  who  constitute 
the  corporation  or  association,  must  be  "  subjects  of  a  for- 
eign prince  or  State,"  to  make  the  latter  such,  I  think  there 
is  enough  before  the  Court  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that 
this  was  a  sale  to  such  a  subject.  The  "memorandum  of 
association"  of  the  company,  contains  a  list  of  the  stock- 
holders and  their  places  of  residence.  Fifteen  of  them — 
about  three  fifths  of  the  whole  number — appear  to  be  resid- 
ents of  Vancouver's  Island,  and  one  of  the  remainder  of 
Canada.  There  is  direct  testimony  that  some  of  them  are 
British  subjects,  and  that  two  or  three  of  the  heaviest  stock- 
holders are  American  citizens,  though  probably  they  are 
British  subjects  by  birth,  and  now  so  in  fact.  A  sale  in  a 
foreign  port  to  a  person  resident  there,  particularly  if  such 
person  be  of  foreigh  birth,  is  sufiicient  to  put  the  claimant 
upon  the  proof  that  such  vendee  is  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States.  But  it  is  not  necessary  that  all  these  individuals 
should  be  subjects  of  a  foreign  prince,  for  if  any  one  of 
^  them  is,  then  the  sale  was  thus  far  and  therefore  "in  part" 
'  made  to  such  subject,  and  within  the  purview  of  the  Act. 
It  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  claimant,  that  the  Maria  did 
not  sail  under  the  British  flag,  and  was  not  registered  as  a 
British  bottom;  and  much  stress  is  laid  upon  these  circum- 
stances in  considering  the  question  of.  whether  or  not  there 
was  a  sale. 
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There  is  no  direct  testimony  upon  tlie  subject,  but  all 
the  circumstances  tend  to  support  the  conclusion  that  the 
vessel  was  not  registered  in  British  Columbia.  The  fact 
that  she  was  scarcely  if  ever  used  by  the  corporation  while 
in  its  possession  might  account  for  the  non-registry,  if  it 
was  necessary  or  material  to  account  for  it.  ^  The  forfeiture 
is  not  declared  on  account  of  the  vessels  obtaining  a  foreign 
register  or  not,  but  because  of  a  failure  to  make  known  a 
sale  to  a  foreigner.  '  It  makes  no  difference,  then,  whether 
the  Maria  sailed  under  the  British  flag,  whatever  that  may 
mean,  or  not,  or  whether  she  had  a  British  registry  or 
not.  If  the  alleged  sale  was  doubtful,  these  circumstances 
might  be  evidence  upon  the  question.  But  a  sale,  proven  as 
this  is  beyond  a  possibility  of  a  doubt,  cannot  be  affected  by 
the  mere  fact  that  the  vessel  did  not  have  a  Britsh  register. 

It  appears  that  soon  after  the  bill  of  sale  to  the  corpora- 
tion, and  probably  as  early  as  May  or  June,  1862,  John  T. 
Wright,. formerly  of  San  Francisco,  became  a  large  share- 
holder and  active  manager  in  such  corporation,  and  a  resi- 
dent of  Victoria.  The  Maria  being  still  laid  up,  the  ques- 
tion of  sending  her'  to  Portland  began  to  be  mooted  in  the 
corporation.  It  is  a  matter  of  general  notoriety,  that 
about  this  time  a  great  impetus  was  given  to  steamboatiag 
on  the  waters  of  the  Columbia  and  Wallamet  rivers,  by  the 
recent  discovery  of  gold  mines  to  the  eastward  of  the  Cas- 
cade mountains.  It  is  possible  that  the  prospect  of  shariag 
in  this  rich  harvest,  or  selling  the  Maria  at  a  high  figure  to 
those  who  were  already  engaged  in  the  business,  was  the 
immediate  inducement  for  the  contemplated  removal.  From 
all  the  circumstances,  particularly  the  subsequent  develop- 
ments, it  is  equally  probable  that  said  Wright  was  the 
prime  mover. in  this  project. 

Irvine  testifies,  that  in  a  conversation  about  this  time  with 
a  fellow-stockholder,  on  the  propriety  of  sending  the  Maria 
to  Portland  to  engage  in  the  navigation  of  the  waters  of  this 
district,  that  he  objected  to  her  going  as  the  property  of  the 
corporation,  for  fear  she  would  be  libeled  here— in  other 
words,  seized  as  a  foreign  bottom  engaged  in  the  coasting 
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trade— saying  that  if  slie  went  at  all  he  wanted  her  to  go  as  • 
the  property  of  said  Wright.  Soon  after  Irvine  was  informed 
by  the  same  stockholder,  that  it  had  been  settled  that  the 
Maria  should  go  to  Portland  as  the  property  of  Wright. 
And  this  testimony  shows  who  Irvine  thought  the  Maria 
then  belonged  to.  It  is  consistent  with  the  fact  otherwise 
abundantly  established,  that  she  was  and  had  been  the 
property  of  the  British  corporation  of  which  he  was  a  stock- 
holder. This  being  the  case,  he  was  not  willing  to  risk  her 
being  sent  to  Portland  as  the  property  of  such  corporation, 
but  if  Wright  saw  proper  to  become  the  owner  and  take  her, 
well  and  good.      > 

On  July  30,  1862,  the  Maria  arrived  at  Victoria  from 
New  Westminster,  under  charge  of  Wright  as  owner  and 
master,  on  the  way  to  Portland.  At  the  Consulate  at  Vic- 
toria, Wright  produced  the  register  issued  to  the  Maria  at 
San  Francisco,  and  induced  Consul  Francis  to  make  an 
entry  in  the  records  of  his  office  concerning  the  Maria  in 
these  words:  "1862,  July  31.  Bill  of  sale  to  John  T. 
Wright,  Jr.,  from  C.  A.  Gillingham  and  A.  C.  Leonard, 

value  $ ."    In  his  testimony,  Francis  says  he  made  this 

entry  upon  information  derived  from  Wright,  and  that  otljer- 
wise  he  knew  nothing  of  such  sale  to  Wright.  Both  Leonard 
and  Gillingham,  disinterested  and  credible  witnesses,  testify 
that  they  never  sold  or  made  any  bill  of  sale  of  the  Maria  to 
Wright. 

Wright  is  deeply  interested  in  the  result  of  this  suit,  and 
the  whole  circumstances  excite  a  strong  suspicion,  that  he 
is  the  real  claimant,  and  that  Fleming  is  only  put  forward 
because  it  was  thought  that  he  might  have  some  advantage 
over  Wright,  by  claiming  as  an  innocent  purchaser.  The 
bUl  of  sale  to  Fleming  is  dated  September  1,  1862,  but  it 
is  doubtful  if  he  was  ever  in  possession  of  the  vessel.  Why 
don't  Wright  produce  the  bill  of  sale  from  Leonard  and 
Gillingham  to  himself,  which  he  represented  to  the  Consul 
to  exist  in  July,  1862  ?  If  it  is  lost  or  mislaid,  why  not  ac- 
count for  it?  He  is  a  competent  witness.  There  is  no 
doubt  but  that  the  Consulate  entry  of  July  31,  1862,  was 
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fraudulent  and  false,  and  that  Wright  procured  it  to  be 
made,  to  show  an  apparent  title  in  himself  directly  from  the 
American  owners,  and  thereby  suppress  the  fact  of  the  inter- 
mediate sale  to  the  foreign  coi-poration,  and  to  deceive  the  col- 
lector of  this  district  into  receiving  and  entering  the  Maria 
as  an  American  vessel  and  entitled  to  a  coasting  license. 
There  is  no  evidence  or  pretense  that  any  of  the  sales  or 
transfers  made  during  the  three  years  the  Maria  remained 
in  British  Columbia,  were  ever  reported  to  the  collector  at 
Astoria,  or  that  the  American  register  was  ever  returned  to 
any  American  collector,  other  than  as  stated  at  Astoria. 

This  he  done,  either  by  false  representations  to  the  Con- 
sul or  by  exhibiting  to  him  a  forged  bill  of  sale.  His  silence, 
now  that  he  is  called  upon  to  explain,  justifies  the  worst  con- 
clusion. If  he  ever  owned  the  Maria  at  all,  he  bought  her 
of  the  corporation.  To  this  conclusion  points  the  testimony 
of  McDonald,  who  testifies  that  he  kliows  from  the  members 
of  the  corporation  and  an  inspection  of  their  books,  that 
Wright  did  so  purchase  the  vessel,  and  paid  for  her  by  giv- 
ing in  exchange  H  of  the  American  steamboat  EUza  Ander- 
son, now  and  then  navigating  Puget*s  Sound. 

In  pursuance  of  the  fraudulent  purpose  above  mentioned, 
Wright  on  the  same  day  that  he  procured  the  false  entry  of 
sale  to  be  made  in  the  records  of  the  Consul's  office,  pro- 
cured the  Consul,  by  some  means,  to  make  the  eoara-o&cial 
endorsement  upon  the  American  register,  to  the  effect  that 
the  Maria  was  the  property  of  said  Wright.  Haley,  the  now 
professed  agent  of  the  claimant  Lubbock,  was  present  when 
this  endorsement  was  made,  and  on  the  same  day  was  qual- 
ified as  master  before  the  Consul,  and  took  command  under 
Wright  as  owner.  He  also  sailed  the  Maria  to  Astoria  un- 
der this  register,  and  there  surrendered  it  and  applied  for 
a  coasting  license,  first  entering  the  vessel  as  the  property 
of  Wright,  which  involved  the  necessity  of  his  swearing  to 
that  fact.  As  the  law  required  him  to  swear  to  the  owner- 
ship, it  is  fair  to  presume  that  it  was  done. 

How  then  is  the  claim  of  Lubbock,  or  rather  that  of  his 
professed  agent,  sustained  ?    Waiving  the  question  of  forfeit- 
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ure,  he  does  not  appear  to  have  a  title  of  right  to  the  Maria. 
It  is  satisfactorily  shown  that  Lubbock  sold  her  long  since. 
He  does  not  appear  in  person  to  make  this  claim,  or  to  testify 
in  support  of  it,  although  Haley  states  that  he  is  of  San 
Francisco — and  it  is  highly  probable  that  he  is  to-day  ignor- 
ant that  one  has  been  made  for  him.  Even  Haley  himself 
does  not  come  forward  and  testify  as  a  -vpitness  in  support 
of  the  claim. 

Fleming  shows  a  paper  title  from  Wright,  but  offers  no 
evidence  to  show  that  Wright  ever  had  any  interest  in  the 
vessel  to  transfer  to  him,  except  the  false  entry  in  the  con- 
sular records  of  the  bill  of  sale  from  Leonard  and  Gilling- 
ham  to  him.  Upon  this  ground,  his  claim  might  be  dis- 
missed as  unfounded  in  fact.  But  I  think  it  sufficiently 
appears  from  the  evidence  of  the  libellant,  that  Wright  did 
become  the  owner  of  the  vessel  before  her  departure  from 
Victoria.  As  has  been  said,  it  is  probable  that  he  purchased 
her  from  the  British  corporation,  and  gave  ^  of  the  Eliza 
Anderson  in  exchange.  But  this  fact  Fleming  dare  not 
avow.  He  has  denied  in  his  answer  that  the  corporation 
ever  purchased  or  owned  any  interest  in  the  Maria. 

Either  Wright  purchased  from  the  corporation  or  he  did 
not.  If  not,  then  so  far  as  appears,  he  never  had  any  inter- 
est in  the  vfessel  and  could  not  transfer  any  to  Fleming.  If 
he  did,  then  the  corporation  must  have  been  the  owners  in 
some  way — "trust,  confidence  or  otherwise " — and  the  sale 
by  which  it  became  such  owner  not  being  made  known  upon 
the  return  of  the  person  in  charge  of  her  to  an  American 
port,  but  studiously  and  fraudulently  concealed,  she  thereby 
became  forfeited  under  section  16  of  the  Eegistry  Act, 
some  time  before  the  bill  of  sale  to  Fleming.  This  being  so, 
Wright  lost  his  property  in  the  vessel  on  August  8,  and 
therefore  had  none  to  transfer  or  convey  to  Fleming  on  Sep- 
tember 1,  1862. 

The  law  is  well  established  that  the  forfeiture,  unless 
otherwise  provided,  attaches  to  the  property  at  the  moment 
of  the  commission  of  the  act  for  which  the  forfeiture  is 
denounced,  and  that  from  that  moment  the  title  of  the  pre- 
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vious  owners  is  divested.      (Gehton  v.  Hoyt,  3  Whea.   311; 
I960" Bags  of  Coffee,  8  Crancli.  398,  417). 

It  matters  not  whether  Fleming  purchased  after  this  in 
good  faith  or  otherwise.  The  forfeiture  to  the  United  States 
had  occurred,  and  this  proceeding  is  only  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  that  fact  by  a  judicial  decree.  The  doctrine  of 
an  innocent  purchaser,  even  if  Fleming  be  one,  which  is  very 
doubtful,  has  no  application  to  the  case. 

The  two  circumstances  which  constitute  a  cause  of  forfeit- 
ure under  section  16 — a  sale  to  a  foreign  subject  and  the- 
neglect  to  make  such  sale  known  as  directed  by  the  act,  are 
established.  There  can  be  no  question  on  the  evidence  but 
that  there  was  a  neglect  to  make  this  sale  known,  not  only 
"  in  the  manner  hereinbefore  directed,"  as  expressed  in  such 
section,  but  in  any  manner  by  any  one  having  charge  of  or 
connected  with  the  vessel.  But  how  this  sale  is  to  be  made 
known  is  not  so  clear  as  might  be.  The  question  has  not 
been  made  in  the  case,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  partic- 
ularly consider  it.  Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  The  Margaret  (9 
Whea.  422),  takes  it  for  granted,  that  the  "hereinbefore 
directed "  of  section  16,  refers  to  section  7  of  the  act,  and 
so  far  as  I  have  observed,  there  is  no  other  section  of  the  act 
to  which  this  clause  can  refer.  Section  7  provides  for  the 
giving  bond  for  a  register,  and  one  of  the  conditions  of  such 
bond,  is  that  in  case  of  any  transfer  of  the  vessel  to  a 
foreigner  at  a  foreign  port,  the  "master  or  person  having 
the  charge  or  command  thereof,  shall,  within  eight  days  of 
his  arrival  in  any  district  of  the  United  States,  deliver  up  " 
the  register  thereof,  "to  the  collector  of  such  district." 
This  direction  appears  to  imply  that  the  duty  of  delivering 
up  the  register  devolves  upon  the  person  in  charge  or  com- 
mand of  the  vessel  at  the  time'  of  the  transfer.  The  act 
intends  that  such  transfer  shall  separate  the  vessel  and  the 
register.  Presuming  that  the  American  owners  and  persons 
in  charge  at  the  time  of  this  sale^to  the  British  corporation 
returned  to  a  district  of  the  United  States,  this  register 
should  have  been  delivered  up  long  ago.  But,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  it  was  not  returned  until  the  entry  of  the  vessel  at  Astoria 
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in  August,  1862,  and  then  it  was  not  delivered  up  witli  notice 
of  sale,  as  provided  in  these  sections.  I  question  whether 
Haley  could  have  made  the  delivery  of  the  register  and  given 
the  information  of  this  sale  required  by  the  act.  Nor  do  I  see 
my  way  clear  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  that  effect,  to 
presume  that  the  party  in  charge  at  the  time  of  this  sale  has 
yet  returned  to  any  district  of  the  United  States,  and  there- 
fore had  an  opportunity  to  cause  a  forfeiture  of  the  vessel 
by  neglecting  to  deliver  up  the  register  and  make  known 
such  sale.  To  show  this  in  the  first  instance,  is,  I  presume,  a 
part  of  the  libellant's  case,  though  very  slight  proof  may  put 
the  burden  on  the  claimant  to  show  the  fact  that  such  party 
is  still  abroad.  True,  it  appears  that  Leonard  has  returned 
to  this  district,  and  it  may  be  that  under  the  circumstances 
it  would  be  proper  to  consider  him  the  party  in  charge  of 
the  vessel  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  whose  failure  to 
deliver  the  register  and  make  known  the  sale  upon  his 
return  to  the  United  States,  caused  the  forfeiture  of  the 
vessel.    • 

It  also  appears  that  Ainsworth,  another  one  of  the  owners 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  to  the  British  corporation,  gave  the 
information  upon  which  this  seizure  was  made,  from  which 
it  is  to  be  inferred  that  he  had  already  returned  to  the  dis- 
trict without  delivering  up  the  register  or  making  known 
such  sale. 

The  facts  also  show  a  clear  case  of  forfeiture  under  section 
27 — the  sailing  of  the  Maria  from  Victoria  to  Astoria,  and 
her  entry  at  the  latter  port  by  the  use  of  this  register  when 
the  master  and  owner  both  well  knew  that  she  was  not  en- 
titled to  it,  because  she  had  been  sold  to  a  foreign  subject 
since  it  was  given,  and  should  have  been  returned  long  before. 
Aud  not  only  was  this  misuse  of  the  register  knowingly 
made,  but  also  fraudulently.  There  must  be  a  decree  of 
condemnation. 

As  to  the  claim  of  Gibson  for  wages,  there  is  no  proof 
that  he  was  a  licensed  engineer  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  therefore  he  was  not  qualified  to  serve  in  that 
capacity  on  the  Maria  while  she  was  navigating  the  waters 
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of  this  district.  This  fact  is  fatal  to  a  recovery  for  the  period 
that  the  vessel  navigated  such  waters.  After  careful  consid- 
eration this  Court  held  in  The  Pioneer*  that  a  pilot  or 
engineer  not  licensed  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
could  not  recover  wages  for  services  on  steam  vessels  navi- 
gating the  waters  of  the  United  States,  and  carrying  passen- 
gers. But  I  see  nothing  in  this  fact  to  prevent  the  engineer 
from  recovering  wages  for  the  time  occupied  in  coming  from 
Victoria  to  Astoria.  This  service  was  not  performed  upon 
the  waters  of  the  United  States,  nor  on  a  voyage  commencing 
on  them,  but  on  the  high  seas,  and  on  a  voyage  from  a  for- 
eign port.  Besides,  it  may  be  considered  that  as  the  vessel 
came  over  in  ballast,  she  was  not  engaged  in  carrying  pas- 
sengers, unless  being  ready  and  willing  to  carry  passengers, 
if  they  offer,  is  being  so  engaged. 

It  is  further  urged  by  the  District  Attorney,  that  this  voy- 
age was  an  illegal  one,  and  that  therefore  the  vessel  is  not 
liable  for  the  wages  of  any  one  who  contributed  to  it.  But 
I  cannot  perceive  wherein  the  voyage  was  illegal.  The  use 
of  the  registry  was  illegal,  but  the  engineer  is  not  responsi- 
ble for  that,  or  even  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  fact.  The 
property  in  the  vessel  was  already  forfeited  in  fact  to  the 
United  States,  but  until  the  Government  asserted  its  right 
to  the  forfeiture,  whoever  was  in  possession  of  her  might 
make  any  lawful  use  of  her — and  for  aught  that  appears  a 
voyage  from  Victoria  to  Astoria  was  such  a  use. 

Nor  do  I  wish  to  be  understood  as  admitting  that  a  for- 
feiture of  a  vessel  affects  the  hen  of  the  crew  thereon,  unless 
such  forfeiture  is  caused  upon  or  by  the  voyage  on  which  such 
wages  are  earned;  and  that,  too,  by  the  vessels  being  em- 
ployed in  some  transaction  or  voyage  which  is  made  a  crime 
for  any  one  to  aid  or  participate  in,  or  the  unlawful  purpose 
of  which  is  manifest  to  the  commionest  understanding. 

The  voyage  from  Victoria  here  was  an  extraordinary  one 
for  a  vessel  of  this  class,  and  I  wiU  allow  Gibson  one  month's 
pay  for  it,  at  the  rate  of  $200  per  month. 

*Ante,  58. 
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Concerning  tlie  claim  for  money  advanced,  on  the  evidence, 
I  have  serious  doubts  as  to  the  fact.  It  appears  quite  cer- 
tain that  Gibson  loaned  Haley  |225,  but  I  think  it  not  un-  , 
likely  that  it  was  loaned  to  the  latter  for  his  own  use,  or  that 
some  of  it  was  money  which  Haley  lost  to  Gibson  at  cards. 
The  proof  of  the  claim  rests  upon  Haley's  testimony,  and  he 
has  shown  himself  a  very  unreliable  witness  throughout  this 
suit.  The  evidence  as  to  the  vessel's  necessities  is  very 
indefinite.  Haley  states  that  between  $70  and  $80  of  the 
sum  was  paid  to  Allen  and  Lewis,  on  account  of  freight  taken 
from  the  steamship  Pacific,  of  San  Francisco,  and  that  there 
was  an  open  account  between  the  vessels.  Averaging  this 
item  at  $75,  it  is  disallowed.  The  remainder  of  the  claim— 
$150 — is  allowed.  Admitting  that  it  is  doubtful  if  all  this 
sum  was  ever  applied  to  meet  the  necessities  of  the  vessel, 
and  with(3ut  attempting  to  argue  the  question  of  fact  involved 
in  its  allowance,  I  remark  that  it  is  a  hard  case.  By  no  fault 
of  Gibson's  he  has  been  kept  out  of  the  money  justly  due 
him  by  the  prolonged  pendency  of  this  suit.  And  even  now 
he  will  be  pai'd  in  legal  tender  notes  received  upon  the  sale 
of  the  vessel  during  such  pendency  at  par,  when  their  actual 
value  on  this  coast  is  far  below  it. 

Decree,  that  the  vessel  is  and  was  forfeited  to  the  United 
States  for  the  causes  alleged  in  the  libel,  and  that  Gibson 
recover  of  said  vessel  the  sum  of  $350,  which  sum  is  ordered 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  funds  in  the  registry  of  the  Court 
arising  from  the  sale  of  the  Maria,  heretofore  made,  and  that 
the  remainder  of  such  funds,  after  paying  thereout  the  costs 
of  this  suit,  be  disposed  of  as  by  statute  is  provided. 

Edward  W.  McOraw,  for  the  United  States. 

Amory  HoTbrooh,  for  claimant  Fleming. 

Lafayette  Grover,  for  claimant  Lubbock. 

David  Logan,  for  Gibson. 
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DISTEICT  COUET,  DECEMBEE  10,  1864. 
JOHN  T.  HALL  v.  ISAIAH  AUSTIN. 

Under  the  Oregon  Code,  a  defendant  in  ejectment  cannot  avail  himself  of  an 
estate  in  the  premises,  in  himself  or  another  as  a  defence,  unless  the  fact 
is  pleaded. 

A  detailed  statement  of  matters  -which  might  be  evidence  in  support  of  a  plea 
of  title  in  the  defendant,  is  not  a  proper  or  sufficient  plea  of  such  title,  and 
will  be  stricken  out  on  motion,  as  redundant. 

An  alleged  equitable  interest  or  right  in  the  defendant  in  an  action  of  eject- 
inent,  is  no  defence  to  such  action. 

Section  72  of  the  Oregon  Civil  Code,  which  gives  the  defendant  a  right  to 
plead  as  many  several  defences  to  an  action  as  he  may  have,  is  similar  to  4 
Anne  C.  16,  §4,  allowing  double  pleas,  and  should  be  similarly  construed, 
so  as  to  permit  the  defendant  to  plead  inconsistent  or  contradictory  de- 
fences to  the  same  action. 

Dbady,  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  real 
property,  to  wit:  lots  5  and  6  in  block  38  in  the  town  of 
Portland. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  is  seized  in  fee  of 
the  premises,  and  is  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof.  The 
answer  of  the  defendant,  specifically  denies  the  allegations 
of  the  complaint,  and  also  contains  what  purports  to  be,  six 
other  pleas  or  defences  to  the  action.  The  plaintiff  moves 
to  strike  out  all  but  the  sixth  of  the  special  pleas,  because 
the  facts  stated  therein  are  irrelevant  and  redundant. 

The  first  plea  substantially  states  that  the  premises  have 
been  patented  by  the  United  States  to  the  corporate  authori- 
ties of  Portland,  in  trust  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  occu- 
pants thereof,  under  the  Act  of  Congress  of  May  23,  1844, 
commonly  called  the  Town  Site  Law;  and  that  the  defendant 
has  been  in  the  possession  and  occupancy  of  the  premises 
for  two  and  a  half  years,  and  together  with  those  under 
whom  he  claims,  for  fourteen  years,  and  that  he  claims  the 
premises  by  virtue  of  such  occupancy  and  Act  of  Congress. 

The  second  plea  sets  forth  a  series  of  conveyances  of  the 
premises,  commencing  with  a  deed  from  Nathaniel  Crosby 
and  Thomas  Smith,  to  Oliver  Colbourne,  dated  November 
15,  1850,  and  ending  with  one  from  John  Thompson  to  the 
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defendant,  dated  April  11,  1862;  and  states,  substantially, 
that  at  tte  date  of  the  conTeyance  from  Crosby  and  Smith, 
to  Colboiirne,  the  grantors  therein,  as  the  defendant  is  in- 
formed and  believed,  were  the  owners  in  whole  or  in  part,  of 
the  premises,  or  were  the  agents  of  the  plaintiff,  duly  au- 
thorized to  convey  the  same,  and  thereby  did  convey  all  the 
right  and  interest  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  premises,  as  well  as 
that  of  Daniel  H.  Lownsdale,  Stephen  Coffin  and  W.  W. 
Chapman,  the  three  proprietors  of  the  Portland  land 
claim. 

The  third  plea  is  the  same  in  effect  as  the  second  one, 
except  that  it  alleges  that  said  Crosby  and  Smith,  at  the  date 
of  their  deed  to  Colbourne,  possessed  all  the  right  and  title 
that  said  Lownsdale,  Coffin  and  Chapman  at  any  time  had 
in  the  premises. 

The  fourth  plea  does  not  differ  ftom  the  third,  except  that 
it  alleges  that  on  November  15,  1850,  said  Crosby  and 
Smith  had  and  possessed  an  undivided  one  half  of  the 
premises  with  the  proprietors  aforesaid. 

The  fifth  plea  is  like  the  fourth,  except  that  it  alleges  that 
Crosby  and  Smith  were  the  agents  of  <the  plaintiff,  and  au- 
thorized by  him  to  make  the  deed  aforesaid,  to  Colbourne. 

Under  the  Code  (Or.  Code,  226),  a  defendant  in  eject- 
ment, cannot  give  in  evidence  any  estate  in  himself  or 
another,  in  the  property  in  controversy,  unless  the  same 
is  pleaded  in  his  answer,  stating  therein  the  nature  and  dura- 
tion of  the  estate.  At  common  law,  the  plea  in  this  action 
■was  simply  not  guilty,  under  which  the  defendant  might 
not  oidy  controvert  the  plaintiff's  alleged,  right  directly,  but 
might  also  prove  an  estate  in  the  premises  in  himself,  or  a 
'  third  person,  except  where  he,  or  those  under  wh»m  he 
claimed,  entered  under  the  plaintiff. 

The  first  plea  in  the  answer  which  contains  a  specific 
denial  of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  is  equivalent  to 
the  plea  of  not  guilty  at  common  law,  and  puts  the  plaintiff 
upon  the  proof  of  his  title  and  right  of  possession.  If  the 
defendant  desires  to  make  a  further  affirmative  defence  of 
an  estate  in  himself,  or  a  third  person,  he  must"  plead  the 
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fact  specially,  and  state  in  the  plea  whether  such  estate  is  in 
fee,  for  life,  or  for  a  term  of  years. 

A  mere  statement  in  detail  of  facts  and  transactions,  which 
tend  to  show  that  the  defendant  had  any  such  estate  in  the 
premises,  is  not  a  good  or  sufficient  pleading.  Instead  of 
pleading  an  estate  in  the  party,  it  is  a  setting  forth  the  evi- 
dence of  title — an  attempt  to  convert  the  action  at  law  into 
a  suit  in  equity.  The  plea  should  simply  state  that  the  de- 
fendant has  an  estate  in  the  premises,  either  in  fee,  for  life, 
or  for  years,  and  if  either  of  the  latter  two,  for  whose  life,  or 
what  term  of  years,  as  the  case  may  be.  In  pleading,  an 
estate  in  fee,  it  was  never  necessary  at  law,  to  do  more  than 
to  aver  the  fact,  but  in  case  of  a  lesser  estate,  the  rule  re- 
quired that  in  all  pleadings  subsequent  to  the  declaration, 
its  commencement  and  mode  of  derivation  should  be 
especially  stated  (Gould's  Plead.  60).  The  Code  expressly 
requires  that  the  answer  of  the  defendant,  when  it  contains 
a  plea  of  a  particular  estate  in  himself,  should  state  for  whose 
life,  or  what  term  of  years  such  estate  is  held. 

The  motion  to  strike  out  must  prevail.  Tried  by  these 
rules,  these  pleas  are.  objectionable  as  being  either  imperti- 
nent or  redundant.  It  is  not  alleged  in  any  of  them  that  the 
defendant  is  seized  or  possessed  of  any  estate  in  the  prem- 
ises. One  and  all,  they  are  simply  a  prolix  story  of  buyings 
and  sellings,  or  other  transactions,  with  the  conclusion  that 
the  defendant  thereby  acquired  either  aU  or  half  the  interest 
of  the  plaintiff,  or  all  the  interest  of  the  three  alleged  town 
proprietors  on  November  16,  1850,  whatever  that  may  be  or 
have  been. 

"Whatever  effect  the  matters  contained  in  these  pleas  might 
have  ^s  evidence,  they  are  not  proper  to  be  stated  in  a  plea 
or  answer.  To  avail  himself  of  the  defence  of  an  estate  in 
the  premises  in  himself,  the  defendant  must  plead 'the  fact 
directly  and  positively,  and  the  statement  of  a  series  of  trans- 
actions or  circumstances,  from  which  the  same  is  sought  to 
be  inferred,  is  not  sufficient. 

As  to  the  plea  founded  upon  the  Town  Site  Law,  it  is  not  nec- 
essary now-  to  consider  the  question  of  whether  such  law  was 
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in  force  in  Oregon  before  July  17,  1854,  when  it  was  spe- 
cially extended  here  by  act  of  that  date  (10  Stat.  305). 
^Admitting  that  the  law  was  in  force  since  the  date  of  the 
Organic  Act,  August  14,  1848 — the  plea  is  stiU  liable  to  the 
objection  of  redundancy,  being  a  mere  detailed  statement,  of 
what  is  supposed  to  be  sufficient  evidence  of  title  or  estate 
in  the  defendant  under  that  act. 

Neither  is  it  clear  from  these  pleas  what  kind  of  an  interest 
the  defendant  claims  in  the  premises.  It  is  not  alleged  in 
any  of  them,  either  in  terms  or  effect,  that  he  has  any  legal 
interest  in  the  lots  in  controversy,  and  from  the  argument  it 
appears  that  if  he  has  any  interest  it  is  some  kiSid  of  an 
equitable  one.  In  this  action  the  plaintiff  claims  to  have 
the  legal  estate  in  the  premises,  and  an  equitable  interest  or 
a  right  in  equity  to  have  the  legal  estate  is  no  defence  thereto. 
In  such  a  case  the  defendant's  remedy  is  in  equity,  and  his 
alleged  right  cannot  be  determined  at  law. 

A  question  has  been  made  in  the  argument,  whether  under 
the  Code,  a  defendant  could  plead  inconsistent  or  contradic- 
tory defences  in  the  same  answer. 

At  common  law  a  defendant  could  plead  but  one  defence 
to  an  action.  But  this  rule  operating  hardly  in  some 
instances,  led  to  the  enactment  of  4  Anne,  C.  16,  g  4,  which 
allowed  the  defendant  by  leave  of  the  Court,  "to  plead  as 
many  several  matters  to  an  action  as  he  might  think  necessary 
for  his  defence."  Under  the  construction  given  to  this  stat- 
ute, each  plea  was  to  be  considered  and  have  effect  as  if 
it  were  pleaded  alone.  In  the  language  of  Lord  Ch.»J. 
Willis,  one  plea  "cannot  be  taken  in  to  help  or  destroy 
another,"  but  that  "  every  plea  must  stand  or  faU  by  itself." 

With  this  statute  of  Anne  and  this  construction  of.  it  the 
Code  agrees  (Or.  Code,  157).  It  provides  that  "the 
defendant  may  set  forth  by  answer  as  many  defences        * 

*  *  as  he  may  have.  They  shall  each  be  separately 
stated  and  refer  to  the  causes  of  action  which  they  are 
intended  to  answer,  in  such  a  manner  that  they  may  be  intel- 

*Lownsdaley.  Tlie  City  of  Portland,  Ante,  1. 


108  DISTKICT  OF  OREGON, 

CuUen  C.  Chapman  v.  School  District  No.  1,  and  others. 

ligibly  distinguished."  A  defence  under  the  Code  separately 
stated,  is  nothing  more  or  less  than  a  plea  at  common  law, 
and  "must  stand  or  fall  by  itself." 

While  upon  this  subject  it  may  be  proper  to  notice  that 
some  of  the  allegations  in  these  pleas  are  made  upon  inform- 
ation and  belief.  This  form  of  allegation  is  not  authorized 
by  the  Code,  and  to  say  the  least,  only  makes  the  pleadings 
unnecessarily  prolix.  The  allegation  must  not  be  upon 
hearsay.  The  verification  makes  no  distinction  between  the 
allegations  of  a  pleading — it  being  to  the  effect  ^hat  the 
party  believes  the  pleading  to  be  true.     (Or.  Code,  156,  158.) 

Order 'that  the  motion  to  strike  out  be  allowed,  with 
costs. 

W.   W.  Page,  for  plaintiff. 
Aaron  E.   Wait,  for  defendant. 
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Exceptions  to  an  answer  in  equity  for  impertinence  are  only  allowed  where 
it  is  apparent  that  the  matter  excepted  to,  is  not  material  or  relevant,  or  is 
stated  with  needless  prolixity. 

An  allegation  in  an  answer,  however  evasive  or  insufficient,  which  is  responsive 
to  the  bill,  is  not  liable  to  exception  for  impertinence. 

The  act  of  May  23, 1844  (5  Stat.  657) ,  commonly  called  the  Town  Site  Law  was 
not  in  force  in  Oregon  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1854  (10 
Stat.  305),  and  an  entry  and  patent  in  pursuance  of  it,  to  land  settled  upon 
prior  to  that  time  under  the  Donation  Act  of  September  27, 1850  (9  Stat. 
496),  is  simply  void. 

The  Donation  Act  was  the  first  law  of  Congress  affecting  the  public  lands  in 
Oregon,  and  it  is  a  grant  in  the  present  and  gives  the  fee  simjjle  to  the 
donor  thereunder  from  the  date  of  his  settlement;  but,  until  the  complete 
performance  of  .the  conditions  subsequent  to  such  settlement,  the  estate 
granted  is  a  base  or  conditional  fee  and  liable  to  be  defeated  and  revert  to 
the  donor  by  a  failure  to  perform  such  conditions. 
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A  defendant  in  a  suit  in  eqnity  cannot  by  means  of  his  answer,  obtain  any 
relief  concerning  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit,  and  a  prayer  therefor  in 
such  answer  is  impertinent. 

Matter  in  abatement  of  a  suit  in  equity  cannot  be  alleged  by  way  of  answer, 
but  must  be  set  up  in  a  plea. 

The  right  of  the  settler  under  the  Donation  Act  to  the  land  claimed  "by  him, 
ultimately  depends  upon  the  settlement  and  the  performance  of  the  subse- 
quent conditions  of  residence,  cultivation,  and  proof. 

The  patent  to  the  settler  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  performance  of  such 
conditions  in  a  Court  of  law  and  primary  in  a  Court  of  equity;  but  such 
patent  cannot  limit  or  restrain  the  estate  granted  by  the  act,  which  vests  in 
the  donor  independently  of  and  prior  to  the  issuing  thereof. 

An  exception  for  impertinence  must  be  allowed  in  whole  or  not  at  all. 

Deady,  J.  This  is  a  suit  in  equity  to  quiet  title  to  real 
property,  and  was  commenced  October  22,  1864.  The  com- 
plainant alleges  for  cause  of  suit  against  these  defendants, 
that  he  is  seized  in  fee  simple  of  the  undiTided  one  fourth 
part  of  lot  3,  in  block  29  of  the  town  of  Portland,  in  the 
district  of  Oregon — the  defendant  Stark  being  seized  in  fee 
simple  of  the  other  three  fourths  of  said  lot.  That  the  de- 
fendants— School  District  No.  1,  and  the  City  of  Portland — 
wrongfully  claim  and  pretend  to  have  an  interest  or  estate  in 
the  premises,  adverse  to  the  complainant  and  the  defendant 
Stark,  and  that  such  claim  impairs  the  value  of  the  plaint- 
iff's estate  in  the  premises,  in  the  market,  and  prays  a  decree 
of  the  Court  to  quiet  his  title,  etc. 

The  defendants — School  Disti'ict  No.  1  and  the  city  of 
Portland — ^were  duly  served  with  process,  and  appeared  and 
answered  the  biU — the  latter  on  December  5,  1864.  The 
defendant  Stark  has  not  been  served  or  appeared  in  the  suit. 

To  the  answer  of  the  city  of  Portland,  the  complainant 
excepts  for  impertinence.  The  exceptions  are  eleven  in 
number  and  include  all  the  answer,  except  so  much  of  it  as 
is  in  direct  response  to  the  allegations  of  the  bill,  and  also 
the  exhibits  A,  B,  C  and  D.  Exceptions  for  impertinence 
are  only  allowed  when  it  is  apparent  that  the  matter  excepted 
to  is  not  material  or  relevant,  or  is  stated  with  needless  pro- 
lixity. If  it  may  be  material,  the  exception  will  not  be 
allowed,  as  that  would  leave  the  defendant  without  remedy, 
but  the  allegations  excepted  to,  will  be  allowed  to  remain  in 


110  DISTEICT  OF  OKEGOK, 

Cullen  C.  Chapman  v.  School  District  No.  1,  and  others. 

the  answer,  and  the  effect  thereof,  if  found  to  be  true,  de- 
.etrmined  on  the  final  hearing. 

The  first  exception  is  taken  to  that  portion  of  the  answer 
whicl^  alleges  the  occupancy  of  the  Portland  land  claim,  in- 
cluding the  premises  in  dispute,  by,  Daniel  H.  Lownsdale 
and  Stephen  Coffin,  on  and  prior  to  November  26, 1849,  and 
until  about  December  13,  1849,  when  "W.  "W.  Chapman  was 
admitted  into  the  possession,  jointly  with  said  Lownsdale 
and  Coffin;  and  that  during  the  period  of  their  possession 
these  occupants  laid  off  and  sold  blocks  and  lots  upon  said 
land  claim,  with  the  avowed  intention  of  obtaining  title  from 
the  United  States,  and  making  to  the  purchasers  of  such 
blocks  and  lots  sufficient  deeds  therefor. 

This  allegation  standing  by  itself  would  be  clearly  imper- 
tinent, as  it  nowhere  appears  by  the  answer  that  either 
Lownsdale,  Coffin  or  Chapman,  ever  had  or.  now  have  any 
legal  or  equitable  interest  in  the  premises.  They  had  the 
bare,  naked  possession  before  the  passage  of  the  Donation 
Law,  but  subsequently  parted  ivith  it,  before  the  passag^e  of 
that  act.  But  this  allegation  is  proper  matter  of  induce- 
ment to  the  matter  contained  in  the  two  following  exceptions, 
and  will  depend  upon  the  disposition  made  of  them. 

The  second  exception  is  taken  to  that  portion  of  the  answer 
which  alleges  the  execution  of  a  bond  for  a  deed  to_ the  prem- 
ises in  controversy,  by  Lownsdale  and  Coffin,  on  Novem- 
ber 26,  1849,  to  the  citizens  of  Portland,  or  some  associa- 
tion thereof,  to  be  thereafter  organized;  that  the  conditions 
of  the  bond  have  been  performed  by  such  citizens,  and  that 
they  have  ever  since  remained  in  possession  thereof.  Stand- 
ing alone,  the  matter  contained  in  this  exception  would  be 
impertinent,  for  the  reasons  applicable  to  the  first  excep- 
tion— the  want  of  interest  in  the  premises  by  either  of  the 
obligors  iu  the  bond,  Lownsdale  and  Coffin.  But  this  is 
also  proper  matter  of  inducement  to  what  follows  in  the 
next  exception,'  and  may  be  passed  over  until  that  is  con- 
sidered. 

The  third  exception  is  taken  to  that  portion  of  the  answer 
which  alleges,  that  Daniel  H.  Lownsdale  being  in  San  Fran- 
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CISCO,  on  the  first  of  March,  1850,  there  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  defendant  Benja,niin  Stark,  by  which  he 
released  to  said  Stark  the  possession  of  a  portion  of  said 
Portland  land  claim,  including  the  premises  in  controversy, 
which  agreement  was  ratified  by  the  co-occupants  of  Lowns- 
dale,  namely,  Coffin  and  Chapman,  on  April  13,  1850, 
and  that  the  defendant  Stark,  by  the  terms  of  said  agree- 
ment and  for  a  valuable  consideration,  bound  himself  to 
ratify  and  confirm  all  sales  and  conveyances  of  blocks  and 
lots,  including  by  name  and  special  description  the  prem- 
ises in  controversy,  in  the  part  of  said  claim  to  him  released, 
and  made  prior  to  the  date  thereof;  and  that  said  Stark  sub- 
sequently occupied  said  land  with  the  avowed  intention  of 
obtaining  title  from  the  United  States,  and  ratifying  and 
confirming  the  prior  sales  therein,  as  in  said  agreement 
specified,  and  that  during  this  time  and  up  to  the  time 
Stark  obtained  a  patent  from  the  United  States  for  such 
land,  the  citizens  of  Portland  were  in  the  possession  of  the 
premises  in  controversy  and  made  valuable  improvements 
thereon,  with  the  assent  of  said  Stark. 

This  exception  is  not  allowed,  and  therefore  neither  the 
first  or  the  second  ones.  Several  important  questions  arise 
upon  the  allegations,  which  will  be  reserved  for  the  final 
hearing,  and  determined  by  the  final  decree.  This  ruling 
only  goes  so  far  as  to  decide  that  I  do  not  deem  this  matter 
clearly  immaterial  or  irrelevant. 

The  fourth  exception  is  taken  to  that  portion  of  the  answer 
which  alleges  that  Stark  claims  to  be  the  owner  in  fee  of  an 
undivided  thr^  fourths  of  the  lot  in  question,  by  virtue  of 
a  patent  to  him  from  the  United  States,  dated  December 
8,  1860,  and  that  the  complainant  claims  by  virttie  of  some 
conveyance  from  Stark. 

This  exception  wUl  be  disallowed.  I  do  not  think  the' 
matter  immaterial.  It  is  some  kind  of  an  admission  or  state- 
ment of  the  right  of  "the  complainant  and  his  co-tenant, 
Stark.  It  is  true  it  is  made  in  an  evasive  manner,  not  being 
a  direct  averment  or  admission,  made  by  the  defendant  as  he 
asserts  or  admits  the  fact  to  be,  but  only  the  defendant's 
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statement  of  what  Stark  and  the  complainant  claim.     For 
this  reason  it  may  be  insufficient,  but  not  impertinent. 

The  fifth  exception  is  take;n  to  that  portion  of  the  Answer, 
which  alleges  that  the  conveyance  from  Stark  to  the  com- 
plainant, is  without  consideration  and  sham,  and  that  the 
complainant,  at  and  before  the  execution  thereof,  had  notice 
of  this  defendant's  equities  as  before  stated. 

This  exception  will  be  disallowed.'  So  far,  the  answer  of 
the  defendant  is  substantially  that  it  has  the  equitable  estate 
in  the  premises— at  least  I  suppose  this  is  the  conclusion 
which  the  defendant  will  seek  to  deduce  and  maintain  from 
the  allegations  embraced  in  the  exceptions  already  passed 
upon  and  disallowed.  In  this  view  of  the  case  it  is  material 
for  the  defendant  to  aver  and  show,  that  the  complainants 
received  the  conveyance  from  Stark,  the  owner  of  the  legal 
title,  without  consideration  or  at  least  tvith  notice  of  the 
defendant's  prior  equity. 

The  sixth  exception  is  taken  to  that  portion  of  the  answer, 
which  alleges  the  occupancy  of  the  Portland  land  claim  at, 
prior,  and  since  September  1,  1844,  as  a  town  site  by  divers 
people,  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  otherwise;  that 
the  city  of  Portland  was  incorporated  on  January  23,  1851, 
and  that  on  February  1,  1858,  the  corporate  authorities  of 
said  city,  caused  an  entry  to  be  made  in  the  proper  land  office, 
of  307  ^Vo  acres  of  the  Portland  land  claim  and  town  site, 
including  the  lot  in  question;  and  that  in  pursuance  of  said 
entry. on  December  7,  1860,  a  patent  issued  to  said  city  for 
said  lands  from  the  United  States,  and  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  the  occupants  thereof. 

This  portion  of  the  answer  is  based  upon  the  assumption, 
that  the  law  of  Congress,  of  May  23,  1844,  and  commonly 
called  the  Town  Site  Law,  was  in  force  in  Oregon  prior  to 
the  time  it  was  specially  extended  here,  by  act  of  July  14, 
1854.  In  Lownsdale  v.  The  City  of  Portland,  I  had  occasion 
to  pass  upon  this  question.  Time  and  reflection  have  only 
confirmed  in  my  mind,  the  correctness  of  the  conclusions 
arrived  at  in  that  case. 

The  Donation. Law  of  September  27,  1850,  was  the  first 
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and  only  law  affecting  the  right  to  or  interest  in  public  lands 
in  Oregon,  until  the  special  extension  of  the  Town  Site  Law 
to  this  country.  This  entry  by  the  city,  and  patent  to  it  in 
pursuance  thereof,  being  without  color  of  law  or  authority, 
are  simply  void,  and  no  right  to  the  premises  in  controversy 
can  be  upheld  by  them.  Although  the  Town  Site  Law  was 
in  force  in  Oregon  in  the  years  1858-60,  when  these  proceed- 
ings took  place,  no  land  could  be  appropriated  under  it,  for 
the  benefit  of  occupants  of  town  sites,  which  had  already 
been  granted  to  others  by  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
Donation  Law.  The  Donation  Law  is  a  grant  in  the  present, 
and  gives  the  fee  simple  to  every  settler  who  avails  himself 
of  its  provisions  from  the  date  of  his  settlement.  (Lessieur 
et  al.  V.  Price,  12  How.  76;  11  Opin.,  29.)  True, 
until  the  completion  of  the  subsequent  conditions  of 
residence  and  cultivation  and  proof  thereof,  it  is  an 
estate  upon  condition — what  is  known  at  common  law  as  a 
base  or  conditional  fee,  subject  to  be  defeated  of  lost  by  a 
failure  to  perform  the  conditions  upon  which  it  is  held. 
Biit  it  is  an  estate  in  fee  nevertheless,  and  upon  the  comple- 
tion of  the  residence  and  cultivation  or  other  conditions,  it 
becomes  absolute  and  unqualified.  Such  was  the  grant  to 
Stark  and  other  settlers  under  the  Donation  Act,  and  pro- 
ceedings under  the  Town  Site  Law  could  not  affect  the  right 
to  lands  settled  under  the  Donation  Act  prior  to  that  time. 
Whether  a  corporation  like  the  city  of  Portland  or  any  cor- 
poration, could  hold  as  a,n  occupant  under  the  Town  Site  Law, 
is  very  questionable,  but  not  necessary  to  decide.  This 
exception  is  Sllowed. 

The  seventh  exception  is  taken  to  that  portion  of  the 
answer  which  alleges  that  on  November  4,  1857,  Daniel  H. 
Lownsdale  and  his  assignees,  Thomas  Carter  and  Joseph  S. 
Smith,  conveyed  the  lot  in  question  to  J.  T.  Holmes  and 
Wjn.  L.  McEwan,  and  that  on  November  19,  1857,  Wm.  M. 
King,  assuming  to  act  for  the  subscribers  to  the  building  on 
said  lot,  made  a  conveyance  thereof  to  said  Holmes  and 
McEwan,  and  that  under  these  conveyances  these  grantees 
took  possession  of  the  lot  and  held  the  same  adversely  to 
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the  city,  at  the  time  the  patent  was  issued  under  the  Town 
Site  Law;  and  that  sometime  in  1860,  Holmes  conveyed  an 
undivided  half  of  the  lot  to  the  city  of  Portland. 

This  exception  is  allowed.  As  neither  Lownsdale,  Carter 
or  Smith,  are«shown  or  averred  to  have  had  any  interest  in 
the  premises,  either  legal  or  equitable,  Holmes  and  McBwan 
took  nothing  by  their  conveyance  to  them;  and  consequently 
Holmes  had  no  interest  to  convey  to  the  city,  and  conveyed 
none.  The  allegation  concerning  the  deed  from  King,  is 
that  he  assumed  to  act  as  agent  for  the  subscribers  to  the 
building.  He  might  as  well  assume  to  act  for  anybody  else. 
No  authority  is  shown,  nor  is  any  averred;  nor  does  it  ap- 
pear how  these  subscribers  themselves  could  convey  property 
to  the  city  of  Portland,  which  the  defendant  claims  they 
or  other  citizens  of  Portland  received  for  certain  public  uses 
and  trusts,  and  none  other.  If  the  city  of  Portland  is  the 
legal  successor  of  the  persons  to  whom  this  property  was 
sold,  dedicated  or  covenanted  to  be  conveyed,  as  alleged  by 
■  the  defendant,  then  this  King  deed  could,  at  best,  be  only  a 
conveyance  from  itself  to  itself;  and  if  it  was  not  such  suc- 
cessor, then  it  does  not  appear  how  it  could  become  so 
by  force  of  a  conveyance,  executed  by  an  assumed  agent  of 
some  particular  persons  who  are  not  shown  or  averred  to 
have  had  any  authority  to  convey  themselves. 

The  eighth  exception  is  taken  to  that  portion  of  the 
answer,  which  alleges  that  the  patent  to  Stark  pu-rports  to  be 
based  upon  certificate  No.  69,  and  that  said  Stark  falsely 
and  fraudulently  procured  the  proof  to  be  made  to  the  Sur- 
veyor General  of  the  residence  and  cultivation  in  such  cer- 
tificate mentioned,  and  that  said  Stark  never  did  perform  the 
residence  and  cultivation  aforesaid;  a»d  that  there  is  a  reserva- 
tion in  the  patent  to  Stark  in  favor  of  the  rights  of  occupants- 
of  town  lots  nnder  the  city  of  Portland,  and,  Stark  occupied 
said  patent  with  the  avowed  purpose  of  confirming  the  seizin 
of  the  occupants  of  such  lots. 

Before  proceeding  to  consider  this  exception,  I  wiU  state 
the  ninth  one,  and  consider  them  together.  The  ninth  ex- 
ception is  taken  to  the  prayer  of  the  answer,  and  to  that  por- 
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tion  of  it  wliicli  alleges  that  Stark  refuses  to  ratify  and  con- 
firm tlie  rights  of  the  defendant  to  the  lot  in  question,  but 
brings  this  suit  to  defraud  the  defendant  in  this  particular; 
and  that  in  pursuance  of  such  purpose,  he  caused  a  conveyance 
to  be  made  to  some  real  or  fictitious  person,  the  complainant 
in  this  suit.  That  said  certificate  69  and  patent  in  pursu- 
ance thereof  are  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  this  defend- 
ant, with  a  prayer  that  said  patent  to  Stark  and  conveyance 
from  the  latter  to  the  complainant,  may  be  set  aside  and 
held  for  nought,  and  that  said  complainant  and  defendants, 
School  District  No.  1  and  Star*k,  be  compelled  to  release  to 
the  city  of  Portland  all  right  and  title  to  the  lot  in  question, 
and  be  forever  ^restrained  from  setting  up  any  right  to  the 
said  lot  by  means  of  the  premises,  and  for  such  other  relief, 
etc. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  so  much  of  the  answer  as  is  con- 
tained in  these  two  exceptions,  is.  in  direct  contradiction 
and  inconsistent  with  that  portion  of  the  answer  to  which 
the  exceptions  have  been  disallowed.  The  former  assume 
at  least  that  the  legal  title  is  in  Stark,  but  that  the  equitable 
estate  is  in  the  defendants,  by  virtue  of  certain  contracts 
and  agreements  binding  upon  Stark.  But  the  parts  of  the 
answer  now  under  consideration,  allege  in  effect,  that  Stark 
has  no  title,  and  that  his  certificate  and  patent  are  void,  and 
should  be  so  declared,  because  procured  by  fraud.  Thus 
the  defendant  seeks  to  impugn  the  validity  of  the  very  source 
from  which  it  seeks  to  derive  its  own  alleged  interest. 

But  waiving  this  matter,  it  is  plain  that  these  exceptions 
must  be  allowed.*  The  function  of  ah  answer  is  to  make  a 
defence  to  the  case  made  in  the  complaint.  A  defendant  by 
means  of  an  answer  cannot  become  a  complainant  and  seek 
affirmative  relief,  either  against  the  complainant  or  his  co- 
defendants.  The  complainant  in  this  suit  alleges  his  legal 
title  to  the  lot  in  question,  and  avers  that  the  defendant,  the 
city  of  Portland,  pretends  to  have  some  estate  or  interest 
therein,  and  prays,  that  the  defendant  may  answer  in  respect 
to  this,  and  that  the  Court  would  decree  against  such  pre- 
tended estate  or  interest  of  the  defendant.     The  defendant 
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may  answer  and  disclaim  any  interest  or  claim  of  interest  in 
the  premises,  and  tliat  is  the  end  of  the  suit;  or,  it  may 
answer  and  set  forth  what  estate  or  interest  it  has  or  claims 
to  have  in  the  premises,  and  upon  the  final  hearing,  the  Court 
must  determine  and  decree  concerning  the  nature  and- validity 
of  such  estate  or  interest.  But  by  means  of  such  answer  the 
defendant  cannot  become  a  complainant  and  seek  affirma- 
tive relief,  as  a  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  to  con- 
vey, or  a  decree  cancelling  the  patent  of  the  defendant 
Stark,  for  fraud  or  mistake  in  procuring  or  issuing  it, 
or  a  decree  cancelling  the'  conveyance  of  the  defendant 
Stark  to  the  complainant,  or  affirmative  relief  against,  a  co- 
defendant,  as  a  decree  against  such  defendant  restraining 
it  from  claiming  any  interest  in  the  premises  in  question. 
Further,  in  the  matter  contained  in  the  ninth  exception, 
there  is  an  allegation  that  the  complainant  is  a  "real  or 
fictitious  person."  If  this  alternative  allegatidn  is  allowed 
to  have  any  effect,  it  amounts  to  an  attempt  to  plead  by  way 
of  answer  in  abatement  of  the  suit,  that  the  complainant  is  a 
fictitious  person.  Matter  in  abatement  of  the  •  suit,  as  that 
the  plaintiff  is  not  a  citizen  of  another  State,  or  that  there 
is  no  such  person,  as  the  alleged  complainant,  must  be 
alleged  by  way  of  plea,  and  not  answer.  (Equity  rule  39.) 
~  The  allegation  concerning  the  reservation  in  Stark's  patent, 
in  favor  of  persons,  occupants  under  the  Town  Site  Law,  is 
of  no  more  force  in  law  than  the  patent  to  the  city  for  the 
use  of  such  occupants.  Like  the  latter,  being  without 
authority  of  law,  it  is  void.  Ultimately  the  right  to  land 
und'er  the  Donation  Law,  depends  upon  the  settlement  and 
the  performance  of  the  subsequent  conditions;  of  this  per- 
formance the  patent  is  conclusive  evidence  in. a  Court  of 
law,  and  primary  in  &  Court  of  equity.  But  the  patent 
cannot  limit  or  restrain  the  estate  granted  by  the  law,  and 
which  vests  in  the  donee  independent  of  the  patent. 

The  tenth  exception  is  to  the  exhibit  A,  and  is  disallowed 
of  course,  the  allegation  referring  to  it  having  been  allowed 
to  remain  in  thq  answer. 

The  eleventh  exception  is  to  the  exhibits  B,  C  and  D. 
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The  exception  to  exhibit  B  is  not  allowed  because  it  is  a 
necessary  part  of  the  allegation  referring  to  it,  which  has 
been  allowed  to  remain,  at  least  a  large  portion  of  it  is  so 
necessary  and  the  exception  must  be  allowed  in  toto,  or  not 
at  all.  The  exhibit  0,  is  the  patent  to  Stark,  and  is  referred 
to  in  the  allegations  embraced  in  the  fourth  exception. 
This  exception  is  disallowed,  but  the  matter  excepted  to, 
is  simply  an  evasive  admission  of  Stark's  interest  or  estate  in 
the  premises  in  controversy,  by  virtue  of  the  patent  to  him 
of  December  8, 1860.  In  this  connection  and  for  all  the  pur- 
poses of  the  allegation,  this  reference  to  the  patent  is  suf- 
ficient, and  the  exhibit  is  impertinent,  and  a  needless 
addition  to  the  bulk  of  the  answer.  This  exception  is 
allowed.  The  exhibit  D  is  the  certificate  69,  upon  which 
it  is  alleged  the  patent  issued.  The  exception  to  the  allega- 
tion referring  to  this  exhibit  has  been  allowed,  and  the 
exception  to  the  exhibit  is  allowed  also,  of  course.  The 
exhibits  B,  C  and  D,  being  separate  and  distinct,  I  have 
treated  the  exception  to  them  (No.  11),  as  a  separate  excep- 
tion to  each  exhibit,  and  disallowed  the  one  to  B,  and 
allowed  the  other  two.  This  is  necessary,  as  an  exception 
for  impertinence  must  be  allowed  in  whole  or  not  at  all. 
In  form,  the  exception  is  entire,  but  substantially  it  is 
separable  into  the  number  of  exhibits  excepted  to. 

Order  that  the  exceptions  to  the  answer  of  the  defendant, 
the  city  of  Portland,  numbered  one,  two,  three,  four  and 
five  be  disallowed  at  the  costs  of  the  complainant,  and  that 
such  exceptions,  numbered  six,  seven,  eight,  nine  and  ten 
be  allowed  at  the  costs  of  the  defendant,  and  that  exception 
number  eleven  as  to  "the  exhibit  B,  be  disallowed  at  the 
costs  of  the  complainant,  and  as  to  the  exhibits  0  and  D, 
that  it  be  allowed  at  the  costs  of  defendant. 

WilKam  W.  Page,  for  complainant. 

Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  city  of  Portland. 

Lansing  Stout,  for  School  District  No.  1. 
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DISTRICT  COURT,  JULY  8,  1865. 
IN  BE  GEOEGE  BRYANT,  ON  HABEAS  CORPUS. 

The  term  State,  as  used  in  section  1  of  the  act  for  the  government  of  seamen 
in  the  merchant  service  (1  Stat.  131),  includes  a  territory  of  the  United 
Stafes. 

The  agent  of  the  master  in  shipping  a  crew  cannot  also  act  as  the  agent  of  a 
seaman  and  sign  his  name  to  the  shipping  articles,  and  in  such  case  the 
seaman  is  not  liable  to  be  arrested  for  desertion,  under  section  7  of  the  act 
aforesaid. 

Berrible,  that  a  seaman  is  liable  fo?  desertion  under  section  7  aforesaid,  who 
has  signed  a  contract  for  a  voyage  containing  the  particulars  specified  in 
section  1  of  the  act  aforesaid,  although  such  voyage  is  not  undertaken  to 
a  foreign  port  nor  in  a  vessel  of  fifty  tons  burthen,  and  to  a  pbrt  in  a  State 
other  than  an  adjoining  one  from  the  port  of  departure. 

Deady,  J.  By  authority  of  a  commitment  issued  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  within  this  district,  the  petitioner,  George 
Bryant,  was,  on  July  15,  committed  to  the  jail  of  Multnomah 
county,  as  a  deserter  from  the  barkentine  William  Scranton, 
to  be  there  confined  until  July  17,  and  then  delivered  to  the 
master  of  said  vessel,  to  proceed  upon  the  voyage.  The 
vessel  sailed  from  San  Francisco  to  a  port,  or  ports  on  the 
Columbia  river,  and  thence  back  to  the  port  of  departure. 
The  petitioner  left  the  vessel  at  Portland  and  sued  for  his 
wages/,  whereupon  the  commitment  aforesaid  was  procured 
by  the  master.  Petitioner  then  sued  out  this  writ  of  habeas 
corpus,  which  was  served  upon  the  jailer  of  Multnomah 
county  jail.  In  obedience  thereto  the  jailer  has  produced 
the  body  of  the  petitioner,  and  for  answer  thereto  states,  that 
he  restrains  him  by  authority  of  the  commitment  aforesaid, 
annexing;  thereto  a  copy  of  the  same.  The  matter  was  then 
heard  and  taken  under  advisement  until  to-day. 

Section  7  of  the  act  of  July  20,  1790  (1  Stat.  134), 
substantially  provides  that  "If  any  seaman  or  mariner, 
who  shall  have  signed  a  contract  to  perform  a  voyage, 
shall  *  *  *  desert  *  *  *  such  ship  or  vessel, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  justice  of  the  peace,     *    *    * 
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upon  the  complaint  of  the  master  to  issue  his  warrant  to  ap- 
prehend such  deserter,  and  bring  him  before  such  justice ; 
and  if  it  shall  then  appear  -by  due  proof  that  he  has  signed  a 
contract  withia  the  intent  and  meaning  of  this  act,"  and  that 
such  contract  has  not  been  discharged  or  dissolved,  and 
' '  that  such  seaman  or  mariner  has  deserted  the  ship  or  vessel, 
*  *  *  the  said  justice  shall  commit  him  to  the  *  * 
common  jail  of  the  city,"  etc. 

The  conirac^  referred  to  as  being  "withia  the  intent  and 
meaning"  of  the  act,  is  prescribed  by  section  1  thereof, 
which  substantially  provides,  that :  "Every  master  *  *  * 
of  a  vessel  bound  from  a  port  in  the  United  States  to  any 
foreign  port,  or  of  any  *  *  vessel  of  the  burthen  of  fifty 
tons  or  upwards,  bound  from  a  port  in  one  State  to  a  port 
in  any  other  than  an  adjoining  State,  shall,  before  he  pro- 
ceed on  such  voyage,  make  an  agreement  in  writing  or  in 
print,  with  every  seaman  or  mariner,  on  board  such  *  * 
vessel,  *  *  *  declaring  the  voyage  or  voyages,  term  or 
terms  of  time,  for  which  such  seaman  or  mariner  shall  be 
shipped."  (1  Stat.  131.) 

To  authorize  the  arrest  and  confinement  of  a  seaman  for 
desertion  under  this  act,  he  must  have  "signed  a  contract" 
for  the  voyage  "within  the  intent  and  meaning"  of  section 
1.  What  is  such  a  contract?  Must  it  necessarily  be  a  con- 
tract for  a  voyage  to  a  foreign  port,  or  in  a  vessel  of  fifty 
tons  burthen  to  a  port  in  a  State  of  the  United  States,  other 
than  an  adjoining  State,  or  is  it  sufficient  if  a  contract  be 
made  between  the  master  and  seaman  in  print  or  writing  as 
in  such  section  prescribed  without  reference  to  the  outward 
terminus  of  the  voyage  or  the  burthen  of  the  vessel.  It 
would  seem  from  the  language  of  section  7,  as  well  as  the 
reason  of  the  thing,  that  a  seamaii  who  has  become  bound 
to  perform  any  lawful  voyage,  by  a  contract  executed  in  the 
manner  and  containing  the  particulars  prescribed  in  section 
1,  ought  to  be  liable  to  arrest  for  desertion  as  well  in  one 
instance  as  another.  But  as  I  think  this  case  can  be  decided 
without  definitely  passing  upon  this  question,  I  leave  it  with 
this  suggestion. 
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The  voyage  described  in  the  contract  or  shijpping  articles 
is  from  San  Francisco  to  a  port  or  ports  on  the  Columbia 
river  and  thence  back  to  the  port  of  departure.  The  Court 
takes  judicial  knowledge  of  the  geographical  and  political 
divisions  of  the  country,  and  is  theref oi^e  aware  that  a  vessel 
bound  to  ports  on  the  Columbia  river,  may  be  bound  to 
ports  in  the  territory  of  Washington  as  well  as  Oregon — 
such  river  being  a  common  boundary  between  those  two 
political  divisiens  of  this  country.  The  territory  does  not 
adjoin  California,  being  separated  from  it  by  Oregon,  and  a 
voyage  from  a  port  in  California  to  a  port  in  Washington  is 
so  far  within  the  provision  in  section  1  of  the  act.  But  is 
Washington  a  "State"  within  the  meaning  of  the  act?  I 
think  it  is.  It  is  an  organized  political  society  existing  in 
pursuance  of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  and  upon  and 
within  a  defined  political  division  of  the  Republic,  and  there- 
fore a  State  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  as  used  by 
writers  on  general  law.  There  is  nothing  in  the  act  or  the 
reason  of  it,  which  indicates  that  the  term  is  used  therein 
in  any  narrow  or  special  sense.  Its  object  is  to  provide  for 
the  rights  of  seamen  on  voyages  which,  from  their  termina- 
tion at  a  foreign  port,  or  at  a  comparatively  distant  though 
domestic  one,  are  deemed  of  sufficient  importance  to  require 
the  security  of  a  written  contract.  In  this  connection  the 
primary  use  of  the  word  "State"  appears  to  be  to  fix  or 
give  the  proximate  limits  beyond  which  if  a  voyage  is  under- 
taken by  a  vessel  of  fifty  tons  burthen,  the  contract  with  the 
seaman  must  be  in  writing  and  specify  the  voyage  or  time  for 
which  he  ships. 

The  termini  or  chief  ports  of  the  voyage  must  be  places 
situated  in  different  States  other  than  adjoining  ones,  or  else 
section  1  of  the  act  does  not  apply.  From  this  fact,  it  is 
manifest  that  it  is  the  actual  or  supposed  distance  of  such  a 
voyage,  physically  and  conventionally  considered,  which  led 
to  the  enactment  of  section  1,  rather  than  the  fact  of  its 
being  made'between  two  political  societies  or  States  which 
are  members  of  the  Union.  If  the  contract  was  required  to 
be  in  writing  because  of   the   vayage  being  undertaken 
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between  States  as  such,  a  Toyage  between  adjoining  states 
would  be  within  the  reason  of  the  act,  and  therefore  not,  as 
now,  excluded  from  its  operation. 

For  these  reasons  it  appears  to  me  that  the  term  "  State  " 
is  used  in  the  act  rather  as  a  geographical  expression  than  a 
political  one,  and  that  the  territory  of  Washington,  being 
not  only  a  distinct  political  society,  but  also  a  country  with 
defined  and  recognized  geographical  extent  and  limits,  is  a 
"  State  "  within  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  act.* 

I  am  aware  that  in  Hepburn  et  al.  v.  Ellsey  (2  Cranch,  445), 
Ch.  J.  Marshall  held,  that  the  word  "  State  "  as  used  in  the 
Judiciary  Act,  giving  jurisdiction  to  the  Circuit  Courts  in 
cases  between  a  citizen  of  the  State  when  the  suit  is  brought, 
and  a  citizen  of  another  State  *was  limited  to  the  sense  in 
which  the  term  was  used  in  the  constitution,  and  did  not 
apply  to  any  political  society  except  a  member  of  the  Union, 
and  therefore  did  not  include  the  District  of  Columbia. 
But  I  do  not  think  'the  cases  parallel.  Considering  this 
Toyage  as  haying  been  undertaken  between  ports  of  different 
but  not  adjoining  States,  and  therefore  within  the  power  of 
section  1,  it  follows  that  a  properly  articled  seaman  of  the 
vessel  is  liable  under  section  7,  to  be  arrested  for  desertion 
and  returned  to  the  ship.  The  case  is  then  narrowed  down 
to  the  question,  whether  the  petitioner  "  signed  the  contract" 
for  the  voyage. 

He  testifies  that  he  did  not  sign  the  shipping  articles  nor  any 
one  for  him  with  his  knowledge  or  consent,  and  that  he 
never  saw  them  until  he  saw  them  here  in  Court,  that  he 
never  went  to  sea  before,  and  that  he  went  on  board  the 
Scranton  in  pursuance  of  an  arrangement  with  the  master, 
to  do  the  best  he  could  as  cook. 

The  master,  William  Cathcart,  testifies  that  William 
FuUard  of  San  Francisco,,  was  employed  by  him  to  ship  a 
crew  for  the  voyage,  and  while  on  May  23,  1865,  he  was 
standing  in  the  door  of  FuUard's  office,  the  petitioner  came 
to  him  and  asked  to  ship  as  cook  with  him;  that  he  referred 

*  The  Panama,  Ante,  27. 
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him  to  Fullard  wio  was  inside  with  the  articles  on  his  desk, 
when  petitioner  walked  in  and  the  witness  walked  away; 
that  on  next  day  he  found  the  petitioner  on  board  at  duty, 
and  when  he  received  the  articles  from  Fullard,  the  petition- 
er's name  was  written  at  the  foot  of  the  agreement,  opposite 
the  words:  "May  23,  cook,  $40  per  month,"  and  witnessed 
by  FuUard. 

The  shipping  articles  were  introduced  in  evidence.  Sev- 
eral of  the  crew  who  sign  them  do  so  by  making  their  mark, 
but  the  name  of  the  petitioner  is  subscribed.  He  testifies 
that  he  can  neither  read  or  write.  His  signature  appears  to 
be  in  the  same  handwriting  as  that  of  Fullard's,  and  it  is 
admitted  by  the  master  that  such  is  the  fact. 

Several  objections  are  made  to  the  shipping  articles  by 
counsel  for  the  petitioner— that  they  lack  the  certificate  of 
the  collector;  are  not  accompanied  by  a  descriptive  list  of 
the  crew,  verified  by  the  master;  and  that  there  is  no  mem- 
orandum endorsed  upon  them  of  the  time  when  the  crew 
came  on  board.  Except  the  memorandum,  these  matters  are 
only  required  in  case  of  a  foreign  voyage,  and  as  to  it,  the 
contract  of  hiring  may  exist  independent  of  it.  A  neglect 
to  make  such  memorandum  does  not  vitiate  the  shipping 
articles,  but  in  a  suit  for  wages,  might  authorize  the  Court 
to  allow  the  seaman's  pay  to  commence  from  the  date  of 
signing  them. 

The  articles  are  presumed  to  be  ttue,  but  this  presumption 
is  disputable,  and  may  be  overcome  by  parol  evidence.  It 
appears  that  a  stranger  may  in  the  presence  of  a  party  and 
by  his  request,  sign  his  name  to  a  deed,  and  that  such  sign- 
ing is  to  be  deemed  theafct  of  the  party  himself.  (2  Green. 
Ev.  §295.)  Here  there  is  no  direct  evidence  that  tiie  peti- 
tioner consented  to  Fullard's  subscribing  his  name  to  the 
articles.  He  denies  all  such  consent  or  even  knowledge  o'f  it. 
But  if  I  thought  it  proper  for  Fullard  to  sign-  the  petitioner's 
name  to  the  articles,  I  would  be  slow  to  allow  the  testimony 
of  an  interested  witness  like  the  petitioner,  to  overcome  the 
presumption  that  the  articles  are  true. 

But  I  do  not  think  the  shipping  master,  who  is  the  agent  of 
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the  master  and  the  ship  should  be  allowed  to  subscribe  the 
seaman's  name  to  the  shipping  articles— to  sign  the  contract 
for  him.  His  interest  is  not  that  of  the  seaman's  but  the 
vessel's;  and  for  every  person  he  ^ets  upon  the  articles  and. 
aboard  ship,  he  is  paid.  These  purveyors  of  crews  for  ves- 
sels have  strong  temptations  to  overreach  the  improvident 
and  ignorant  people  with  whom  they  deal.  If  they  could 
sign  articles  for  a  seaman,  and  then  put  him  upon  the  proof 
in  another  port  that  he  did  not  authorize  or  consent  to  such 
signing,  they  might  bind  him  to  a  voyage  that  was  never 
mentioned  at  the  time.  A  person  ought  not  to  act  as  agent 
for  both  parties  in  making  a  contract,  particularly  where  one 
of  these  parties  is  a  common  seaman  and  the  other  is  the 
master  of  a  vessel,  and  such  person  is  in  the  pay  of  the 
latter  exclusively. 

For  these  reasons,  I  conclude  that  the  petitioner  did  not 
in  fact  or  law  sign  this  contract,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
arrested  for  desertion.  It  follows  that  the  imprisonment  is 
without  authority  of  law  and  wrongful. 

Judgment  that  the  petitipner  be  discharged  from  imprison- 
ment or  restraint  by  virtue  of  the  commitment  aforesaid; 
and  on  account  of  the  matters  and  'things  in  the  answer 
hereia  alleged. 

W.   W.  Page  and  W.  F.   Trimble,  for  petitioner^. 

Andrew  J.  Lawrence,  for  respondent. 
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THE  TUSriTED  STATES  v.  ALEXANDEE  DODGE. 

The  importer  or  consignee  of  imported  goods,  is  personally  liable  for  the 

duties  charged  thereon. 
An  importation  is  complete  when  the  goods  arrive  at  the  proper  port  of  entry, 

and  the  duties  accrue  at  that  time,  and  not  at  the  time  of  the  subsequent 

entry  at  the  custom  house. 
In  186  i  there  was  no  public  stores  or  bonded  warehouse  in  the  district  of 

Oregon,  and  therefore  goods  imported  into  such  districts,  before  June  30 

of  that  year,  could  not  come  within  the  description  or  operation  of  section 

19  of  the  act  of  that  date  (13  Stat.  216.*) 

This  action  was  commenced  June  23,  1865,  to  recover  a 
balance  of  1738.68,  alleged  to  be  due  from  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff,  for  duties  on  a  cargo  of  salt  imported  from 
the  Sandwich  Islands  to  Portland,  in  the  district  of  Oregon, 
in  the  month  of  June,  1864.  •  The  case  was  tried  by  the 
Court  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury.  From  the  find- 
ings it  appears : 

That  on  June  12,  1864,  the  bark  Cambridge  arrived  at  the 
port  of  Astoria,  in  this  district,  from  the  Sandwich  Islands, 
with  a  cargo  of  401,364  pounds  of  salt  in  bulk,  consigned  to 
order;  that  prior  to  June  30,  the  defendant  purchased  said 
salt,  and  became  the  owner  and  consignee  thereof,  and  as 
such  made  a  verbal  entry  of  the  same  for  consumption, 
which  entry  was  to  be  made  in  -writing,  as  soon  as  the  salt 
was  discharged  from  the  vessel,  and  the  exact  quantity  as- 
certained; that  in  pursuance  of  said  purchase  and  verbal 
entry,  and  prior  to  June  30,  said  salt  was,  by  permission  of 
the  proper  officer,  discharged  from  said  vessel,  and  received 
by  the  defendant  in  his  premises;  and  that,  afterwards;  on 
July  23,  the  entry  of  the  salt  was  made  and  ^  verified  in 
writing  by  the  defendant,  and  the  duties  thereon  computed, 
at  the  rate  of  twenty-seven  cents  a  hundred  pounds,  amount- 
ing in  the  aggregate,  to  11,083.68,  of  which  sum  the  defend- 
ant shortly  afterwards  paid  to  the  collector,  $300,  but  there- 
after refused  to  pay  the  remainder  of  $783.68. 

"Affirmed  on  error  in  the  Gircuil  Court,  Seplanber  13,  18&6.—Fieldt^J. 
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Deady  J.  There  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  defendant  is 
personally  liable  for  whatever  duties  are  legally  due  upon 
the  salt.'  When  he  purchased  a  cargo  consigned  to  order, 
he  became  the  consignee  thereof.  In  Meredeth  v.  The  United 
States  (13  Pet.  493),  the  Supreme  Court  held  that  both  the 
importer  and  consignee  were  personally  liable  for  duties  on 
imported  goods. 

Upon  the  argument  no  serious  question  was  made  as  to 
the  facts  of  this  case,  but  admitting  them  to  be  as  found  by 
the  Court,  the  defendant  makes  two  objections  to  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover  more  than  the  sum  of  $422.45, 
which  he  admits  to  be  due.  First:  That  under  the  act  of 
June  30,  1864  (13  Stat.  213),  salt  was  only  liable  to  pay  a 
duty  of  eighteen  cents  a  hundred  pounds,  and  that  this  cargo 
came  within  that  act  by  virtue  of  section  19  thereof  (13 
Stat.  216),  which  provides:  "That  all  goods,  wares  and 
merchandise  which  may  be  in  the  public  stores  or  bonded 
warehouses  on  the  day  and  year  this  act  shall  take  effect 
shall  be  subjected  to  no  other  duty  upon  the  entry  thereof 
for  consumption,  than  if  the  same  were  imported  respectively 
after  that  day." 

In  support  of  this  conclusion  counsel  attempt  to  maintain 
that  the  salt  after  its  discharge  from  the  Cambridge  and 
prior  to  July  23,  was  in  a  "public  store,"  and  not  yet  entered 
for  consumption.  The  material  fact  assumed  in  this  proposi- 
tion is  not  true.  There  is  not  now  nor  never  was  any  public- 
stores  or  bonded  warehouses  for  the  storing  of  imported 
goods  established  in  Portland.  The  salt  was  delivered  from 
the  vessel  on  to  the  private  premises  of  the  defendant.  At 
the  time  it  is  apparent  that  he  had  no  thought  of  such  a 
thiig  as  the  salt  being  entered  in  bond  or  deposited  in  a 
public  store  or  warehouse.  The  duties  being  more  than 
•  the  defendant  was  prepared  to  pay  at  once,  the  collector,  as 
a  favor,  trusted  the  defendant  until  he  could  dispose  of  some 
portion  of  the  salt.  Upon  this  arrangement  he  paid  the  $300, 
but  hearing  soon  after  of  this  provision  in  the  act  of  June 
30,  1864,  he  appears  to  have  conceived  the  idea  of  claiming 
that  this  importation  came  within  section  19  of  said  act, 
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because  tlie  salt  was  in  fact  stored  in  a  warehouse  (his  own) 
when  the  act  took  effect,  and  because  the  formal  entry  for 
consumption  was  not  maa'e  until  after  that  date.  If  there 
had  been  a  bonded  warehouse  in  Portland,  as  there  should 
haye  been,  it  isi  more  than  likely  that  this  salt  would  have 
been  entered  in  bond,  and  thus  brought  within  the  operation 
of  said  se.ction  19,  and  thereby  been  admitted  to  consumption 
at  one  third  less  duties  than  it  was.  For  this  reason,  it  may 
be  said  that  the  defendant  was  within  the  equity  of  the  stat- 
ute, and  if  he  had  promptly  paid  the  duties  according  to  the 
collector's  assessment  and  his  agreement,  and  then  appealed  to 
the  secretary  of  the  treasury  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law, 
the  difference  might  have  been  remitted  to 'him.  But  as  it 
was,  the  defendant  not  only  refused  to  perform  his  agree- 
ment with  the  collector,  but  seemed  disposed  to  avoid  the 
payment  of  even  the  1422.45  which  he  now  admits  was  due 
from  him  in  any  event. 

Second:  That  the  importation  was  not  complete  until  the 
formal  written  entry  of  the  goods  for  consumption  on  July 
23,  and  that  therefore  the  duties  thereon  are  to  be  computed 
under  the  act  then  in  ioxce.  But  the  reason  of  the  thing 
and  the  whole  current  of  authorities  are  otherwise. 

Duties  accrue  when  the  vessel  containing  the  goods  arrives 
at  the  proper  port  of  entry.  This  is  the  moment  when  the 
importation  is  complete,  and  not  the  subsequent  entry  at  the 
custom  house.  This  is  the  long  and  well  established  rule 
even  in  cases  like  this,  where  a  new  act  has  been  passed 
increasing  or  diminishing  duties  upon  goods  imported  after 
a  specified  period.  (Meredeth  v.  Ihe  U.  S.,  cited  above;  Tlie 
U.  8.  V.  Bowell,  5  Cr.  372;  Arnolds.  The  U.S.,  9  Cr.  120; 
The  U.  S.  V.  Lindsey,  et  al.,  1  Gall.  366;  Frince  v.  Ihe  U.  S. 
2  Gall.  208.) 

Judgment  that  the  plaintiff  recover  off  the  defendant,, 
1783.68,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  centum  per 
annum,  from  July  23,  1864,  amounting  to  $76.19,  together 
with  its  costs  and  disbursements  of  this  action,  taxed  at  170. 72. 

Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Lansing  Stout  and  Charles  Larahee,  for  defendant. 
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THE  "UNITED  STATES  v.  JACOB  MAYEE. 

Upon  an  iudictlnent  for  perjury,  an  affidavit  of  the  defendant's  directly  con- 
tradicting the  one  upon  -which  the  perjury  is  assigned,  is  not  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  the  falsity  of  the  latter. 

Under  the  Internal  Revenue  Act  of  June  30,  1864  113  Stat.  239),  a  merchant 
in  making  his  statement  of  income,  is  entitled  to  deduct  from  his  gross 
profits  the  bad  debts  made  during  the  year  to  which  the  statement  relates, 
or  such  as  appear  to  be  bad  at  the  end  of  the  year. 

The  falsity  of  the  oath  upon  which  perjury  is  assigned  may  be  shown  by  the 
books  and  papers  of  the  defendant,  kept  under  his  control  and  subject  to ' 
his  inspection. 

Effect  to  be  given  to  the  testimony  of  hostile  or  friendly  witnesses. 

Evidence  of  good  character,  effect  of,  upon  trial  of  a  criminal  charge.  . 

TMs  was  an  indictment  for  perjury,  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  by  tlie  defendant  in  swearing  to  his  income  return 
on  May  9,  1865,  for  the  year  1864.  The  defendant  was  a 
merchant  engaged  in  the  wholesale  and  retail  staple  and 
fancy  dry-goods  business  in  the  city  of  Portland.  In  his 
return  he  stated  the  gross  profits  of  his  business  at  $8,800, 
and  deductions  on  account  of  clerk  hire,  rent  and  losses  at 
$6,752 — leaving  $2,048  of  net  income.  The  assessor  for 
the  district — ^Mr.  Frazer — being  dissatisfied  with  the  return, 
caused  an  examination  of  defendant's  books  to  be  made,  upon 
•  which  he  assessed  his  gross  profits  at  $15,000  and  deductions 
at  $6,225 — leaving  $9,613  of  net  income'.  The  assessor  also 
assessed  the  defendant  with  the  penalty  authorized  by  the 
Internal  Eevenue  Act  for  making  incorrect  return.  After 
the  finding  of  the  indictment — on- July  26 — the' defendant 
made  and  verified  an  amended  return,  in  which  his  gains  and 
profits  and  deductions  were  stated  in  accordance  with  the 
result  of  the  examination  of  his  books  as  aforesaid,  upon 
which  the  assessor  remitted  the  penalty  aforesaid.  The  far 
greater  part  of  the  deductions  contained  in  the  first  return 
were  claimed  by  the  defendant  to  have  been  losses  by  bad 
debts  made  -within  the  year.  The  principal  question  con- 
tested before  the  jury  on  the  evidence,  was  as  to  the  truth  of 
the  statement  concerning  the  gross  amount  of  the  profits  for 
the  year. 
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The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  gross  amount  of 
sales  was  $82,000,  and  that  the  profits  on  sales  over  first 
cost,  freight,  and  insurance,  were  from  15  to  20  per  centum; 
and  that  on  December  31,  1864,  the  defendant  made  up  and* 
entered  in  his  books  a  list  of  what  he  then  deemed  bad  debts, 
which  amounted  to  no  more  than  $1,200  to  $1,500,  some  of 
which  were  afterwards  cpllected. 

The  indictment  was  found  on  July  7,  1865.  On  the  trial 
the  Court  delivered  the  following  charge. to  the  jury: 

Deady,  J.  Gentlemen  of  the  jury,  you  have  listened  long 
and  patiently  to  the  allegations  and  evidence  of  the  parties 
and  the  argument  of  counsel.  It  is  now  the  duty  of  the 
Court  to  instruct  you  in  relation  to  the  law  of  the  case,  and 
to  give  you  such  suggestions  and  directions  concerning  the 
evidence  and  the  rules  which  should  govern  your  deliberar 
tions  and  action  as  may  appear  proper  and  appropriate. 

The  indictment  against  the  defendant  is  found  under  sec- 
tion 42  of  the  act  of.  June  30,  1864  (13  Stat.  239),  com- 
monly called  the  Internal  Revenue  Act,  which  provides  as 
follows : 

"That  if  any  person  in  any  case,  matter,  hearing  or  other 
proceeding  in  which  an  oath  or  affirmation  shall  be  required 
to  be  taken  or  administered  under  and  by  virtue  of  this  act, 
shall,  upon  the  taking  of  such  oath  or  affirmation,  knowingly 
and  willfully  swear  or  affirm  falsely,  every  person  so  offend- 
ing shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  perjury,  and  shall,  on  convic- 
tion thereof,  be  subject  to  the  like  punishment  and  penalties 
now  provided  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States  for  the  crime 
of  perjury.'' 

You  will  observe,  gentlemen,  that  this  section  defines  the 
crime  to  consist  iii  "knowingly  and  wiUfuUy  swearing  false- 
ly" as  to  any  matter  in  which  the  oath  is  required  by  this 
act.  This  act  does  not  prescribe  the  punishment,  but  pro- 
"vides  that  the  punishment  shall  be  in  accordance  with  the 
law  of  the  United  States,  punishing  perjury.  The  general 
act  on  this  subject  (4  Stat.  118),  defines  the  crime  to  consist 
in  "knowingly  and  willingly  swearing  falsely" — not, differing 
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materially,  from  the  definition  given  in  section  42  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Act — and  prescribes  the  punishment  to  be 
by  a  fine  not  exceeding  .two  thousand  dollars  and  imprison- 
ment at  hard  labor  not  exceeding  five  years. 

Somethimg  has  been  said  to  you  by  counsel  concerning 
the  punishment  prescribed  by  law  for  this  crime,  and  how 
much  or  how  little  this  circumstance  should  affect  the  delib- 
eration or  the  decision  of  the  jury.  On  that  question  I  deem 
it  proper  to  say  something  to  you,  and  I  will  say  it  here.  It 
is  true,  as  has  been  stated  by  the  counsel,  that  when  you 
have  passed  ,upon  the  fact  as  to  whether  the  defendant  is 
guilty  or  not  guilty,  the  punishment  must  be  fixed  by  the 
Court,  and  not  by  you.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  find 
the  defendant  guilty  or  not  guilty,  as  they  may  determine 
from  the  facts  shown  by  the  evidence.  The  defendant  may 
be  punished  under  the  statute  according  to  the  aggravation 
of  the  ofiience,  by  fine  not  exceeding  two  thousand  dollars, 
or  it  may  be  one  dollar,  and  by  imprisonment  in  the  peni- 
tentiary— ^for  that  is  what  confinement  at  hard  labor  signifies 
— ^for  a  term  not  exceeding  five  years,  or  for  one  day.  So 
far,  gentlemen,  as  this  punishment  is  concerned,  it  is  not  in 
itself  to  determine  the  result  of  your  deliberations.  You 
are  not  to  find  the  defendant  guUty  because  the  law  pre- 
scribes a  light  punishment  for  the  offence,  nor  to  acqiiit  him 
because  it  imposes  a  heavy  one.  The  jury  are  selected  to 
try  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  defendant,  and  not  to  pre- 
scribe the  extent  or  manner  of  the  punishment.  The  whole 
people  of  the  United  States,  represented  in  Congress,  are 
the  law-making  power,  ajid  they  determine  by  a  rule  uniform 
throughout  the  United  States,  what  acts  shall  be  declared 
criminal,  and  how  and  to  what  extent  they  shall  be  punished; 
so  that  it  is  not  within  the  province  of  any  particular  jury  to 
judge  as  to  the  punishment  of  a  crime.  The  jury  can  only 
determine  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  prisoner.  Yet  it  is 
human  nature,  and  it  is  reasonable  that,  in  determining  the 
question  of  a  man's  guilt  or  innocence,  a  jury  should  con- 
sider the  result  of  their  verdict,   and  that,  in  proportion  to 

the  severity  of  punishment,    their  deliberations  should  be 
10 


130  DISTRICT  OF  OREGON, 

The  United  States  v.  Jacob  Mayer. 

marked  with  grayity  and  seriousness.  A'jury  in  determining 
a  case  where  a  man's  life  is  at  stake,  would  scan  with  more 
care  the  testimony  of  witnesses  than  in  some  ordinary  case 
where  only  a  few  dollars  are  in  controversy;  but,  neverthe- 
less, you  are  not  to  violate  your  oaths  by  returning  a  verdict 
contrary  to  your  honest  convictions  arising  from  the  evi- 
dence because  of  the  punishment  prescribed  by  law. 

While  speaking  of  punishment,  I  may  also  say,  that  if  you 
see  proper  you  may  recommend  the  criminal  to  the  mercy  of 
the  Court.  I  do  not  wish  to  mislead  you  in  this.  It  would 
still  rest  with  Hie  Court  to  examine  into  the  merits  of  the 
case  and  determine  the  punishment  within  the  limits  fixed 
by  the  law,  but  in  so  doing  the  Court  would  give  respectful 
heed  and  consideration  to  your  recommendation,  and  be 
governed  by  it  so  far  as  appeared  proper  and  reasonable. 

The  defendant  in  this  case  is  charged  by  the  indictment  of 
the  grand  jury  of  this  district  with  the  crime  of  perjury, 
alleged  to  have  been  committed  on  May  9,  1865,  by  willfully 
and  knowingly^swearing  falsely  to  the  statement  of  his  gaias 
and  profits  for  the  year  1864. 

To  this  charge  the  defendant  pleads  not  guilty,  and  this 
plea  of  his,  in  law,  controverts  every  material  allegation  of 
the  indictment,  and  puts  the  proof  of  them  upon  the  govern- 
ment. 

The  paper  in  proof  which  contaias  the  statement  sworn  to 
on  May  9,  1865,  contains  many  matters  not  material  to  your 
inquiry  in  the  determination  of  this  case.  The  perjury,  if 
any,  was  committed  in  swearing  to  the  statement  at  the  head 
of  the  paper,  wherein  the  defendant  says  that  the  whole 
amount  of  his  gains  and  profits  for  the  year  1864  was  only 
18,800.  Following  this  immediately  is  the  statement  of  the 
exjienses  of  the  business — proper  deductions  to  be  made 
from  the  gross  gains  or  profits. 

Your  inquiry,  then,  as  to  whether  the  defendant  has  com- 
mitted the  crime  of  perjury  as  charged  in  the  indictment, 
will  be  confined  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  this  statement— 
that'the  gross  gains  and  profits  of  the  defendant  for  the  year 
1864,-  were  only  18,800, 
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The  stalement  of  the  defendant's  expenses  in  carrying  on 
his  business,  as  set  forth  in  his  first  return,  has  not  been 
controverted  by  any  proof,  if  I  recollect  aright,  except  so 
far  as  the  same  is  contradicted  by  the  statement  in  the  second 
return. 

The  claim  of  the  prosecution,  that  you  may  find'  the 
defendant  guilty  on  account  of  the  contradictions  in  the 
two  affidavits  in  this  particular,  is  not  sustained  by  the 
law  applicable  to  the  proof  of  perjury.  The  two  affidavits 
standing  alone,  simply  equalize  each  other — the  proof 
afforded  by  them  is  in  a  state  of  equilibrium.  Although  you 
may  have  an  opinion  that  the  first  is  false  and  the  second 
true,  yet  it  wotdd  not  be  based  upon  such  evidence  as  the 
law  requires  to  produce  and  sustain  a  verdict  of  guilty  upon 
an  indictment  for  perjury.  There  must  be  some  other  proof, 
besides  the  admission  in  the  second  affidavit  that  the  first 
is  false  in  this  particular.  As  I  have  said,  then,  the  question 
for  your  determination  is,  whether  the  defendant  committed 
perjury  by  willfully  stating  his  gross  gains  and  profits  for  the 
year  1864  to  be  only  $8,800 — ^knowing  the  same  to  be  false. 

To  ascertain  whether  this  statement  is  true  or  not,  you 
must  inquire  what  the  gross  gains  or  profits  of  the  defend- 
ant really  were.  For  this  purpose  you  may  take  the  proof 
of  the  gross  amount  of  sales  for  the  year,  which  appear  to 
be  withia  a  fraction  of  $80,000.  Take  the  proof  as  to  what 
are  the  customary  profits  of  such  business  during  the  year 
and  find  the  reasonable  average  of  them,  and  this  you  may 
assume  to  be  the  profits  of  the  amount  of  sales.  Deduct 
from  this  amount  the  expenses  of  the  business  as  given  in 
the  statement  of  the  defendant,  except  the  items  of  insur- 
ance, freight  and  expressage,  and  you  have  the  gains  and 
profits  except  as  I  will  further  state  to  you.  I  except  the 
items  of  insui-ance,  freight  and  expressage,  because  all  the 
witnesses  in  stating  the  usual  rate  of  profits  for  that  year, 
have  taken  such  expenses  into  the  account. 

One  other  matter  of  deduction,  and  that  is  the  insolvent 
debts  or  losses.  As  the  Court  construes  the  Internal  Eev- 
enue  Act,  and  it  is  the  most  favorable  construction  that 
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could  be  made  for  the  defendant,  tlie  defendant  was  author-, 
ized  to  deduct  from  his  gross  gains  or  profits,  the  amount  of 
any  debts  which  accrued  and  became  insolvent  in  the  year 
1864.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  a  debt  became  insolvent  be- 
tween the  last  day  of  the  year  and  May  9.  His  affidavit, 
although  made  on  May  9,  1865,  is  made  not  with  reference 
to  the  state  of  things  then  existing,  but  as  to  what  existed 
^at  the  close  of  the  year  1864.  If  you  find  from  the  testi- 
mony that  any  of  these  debts  of  which  the  witnesses  have 
spoken,  did  become  insolvent  in  the  year  1864,  or  that  the 
defendant  as  a  reasonable  man  had  good  reason  to  think  so, 
then  you  will  dediibt  these  from  the  gains  or  profits,  thus 
ascertained.  If  by  this  process  you  find  that  the  gains  or 
profits  of  the  defendant  substantially  agree  with  his  state- 
ment of  May  9,  then  the  statement  is  not  false,  and  your 
verdict  must  be  not  guilty.  In  determining  what  debts  the 
defendant  regarded  as  insolvent  on  December  31,  1864,  if 
you  fijid  that  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  closing  his  books 
at  the  end  of  the  year,  separated  his  solvent  debts  from  his 
insolvent  debts  as  a  business  transaction,  this  is  the  best 
evidence  of  what  the  defendant  believed  to  be  such  debts. 
When  a  merchant  at  the  end  of  the  year,  without  reference 
to  any  pending  controversy  sits  down  in  his  counting-room, 
and  deliberately  determines  that  A  &  B  are  insolvent  and 
C  &  D  solvent,  this  is  better  evidence  of  what  the  defendant 
knew  and  thought  about  thfe  condition  of  these  debts  at  that 
date,  than  claims  and  opinions  formed  after  a  controversy 
has  arisen  about  the  matter. 

.  If  by  this  process,  however,  you  find  that  the  return  made 
on  May  9,  was  false,  then  you  are  to  inquire  whether  the 
falsehood  was  knowingly  and  willfully  stated  by  the  defend- 
ant. This  is  a  common  sense  question  for  you  to  determine 
from  the  evidence.  If  a  person  is  honestly  mistaken  in  his 
sworn  statement,  this  is  not  perjury,  or  if  he  makes  it  hon- 
estly upon  the  advice  of  counsel  after  stating  to  him  all  the 
facts,  where  the  question  involves  a  question  of  law.  But 
if  a  man  rashly  or  fool-hardily  swears  to  what  he  knows 
nothing  about,  or  has  no  good  reason  to  believe  true,  he 
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cannot  claim  tliat  this  is  a  mistake,  and  the  law  declares  it 
perjury.  So  if  an  oath  is  taken  upon  the  advice  of  an 
attorney,  it  is  not  an  excuse  or  justification,  if  the  advice  goes 
to  the  facts  and  not  to  some  question  of  law.  But  in  this 
case  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  oath  of  May  9  was  made 
under  the  advice  of  counsel  or  anybody  else. 

If  you  find  that  the  oath  was  false,  but  taken  not  rashly  or 
inconsiderately,  and  without  knowledge'  of  its  falsehood, 
then  jour  verdict  should  be  not  guilty.  But  if  you  find 
that  the  oath  was  false,  and  the  defendant  knew  it,  or  took 
it  rashly  without  knowing  whether  it  was  true  or  not,  then 
you  should  find  the  defendant  guilty. 

One  word  as  to  the  corrupt  intent.  The  words  of  the 
statute  defining  the  crime  are  knowingly  aiid  willfully — the 
word  corruptly  is  not  used.  It  may  be  a  question  whether 
the  Court  should  construe  this  statute,  so  as  to  require  it  to 
appear  that  the  oath  was  taken  knowingly  and  willfully  with 
a  corrupt  intent,  but  the  Court  will  so  construe  it.  A  eor- 
mpt  intent,  is  a  purpose  to  procure  or  make  some  unlawful 
advantage  or  gain  to  the  affiant,  or  to  injure  another.  This 
corrupt  intent  you  may  infer  from  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  case.  It  is  a  mere  matter  of  calculation  to  prove  that 
the  smaller  the  return,  the  less  taxes  the  defendant  would 
tave  to  pay.  If  you  find  then  that  the  oath  was  knowingly 
and  willfully  false,  to  a  statement  of  his  return  which  was 
less  than  the  fact,  it  is  a  legitimate  and  reasoaable  inference, 
that  the  defendant  took  the  oath  for  the  purpose  of  unjustly 
and  wrongfully  securing  to  himself  a  portion  of  this  tax,  or 
what  amounts  to  the  same,  defrauding  the  governmeiit 
out  of  it. 

These  are  the  general  instructions  which  I  deem  it  neces- 
sary to  give  you — to  which  I  will  add  some  remarks  in 
relation  to  particular  matters. 

In  regard  to  the  second  affidavit,  let  me  remind  you  that 
the  perjury  charged  against  the  defendant  in  the  indictment, 
•is  not  alleged  to  have  been  committed  in  swearing  to  it;  and 
therefore,  although  such  affidavit  may  be  false — although  the 
defendant  did  actually  commit  perjury  in  swearing  to  it,  he 
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cannot  in  this  action  be  found  guilty  on  tliat  account.  The 
question  of  guilt  or  innocence  turns  exclusively  upon  the 
fact  as  to  whether  the  defendant  committed  the  crime  of 
perjury  in  taking  the  first  affidavit.  The  defendant  has  been 
allowed  to  show  to  you  the  circumstances  attending  the 
taking  of  the  second  affidavit,  so  far  as  he  desired  to  do .  so. 
What  was  said  to  him  and  what  was  said  to  others  engaged 
in  taking  it,  or  who  were  merely  lookefs-on  and  taking  no 
particular  part  in  the  matter — for  the  purpose  of  enq,bling 
you  to  judge  more  correctly  as  to  whether  this  second  state, 
ment  was  made  by  him  because  it  was  true,  or  whether  he 
was  induce^  to  take  it  by  the  representations  and  induce- 
ments of  others,  although  he  knew  it  was  false,  thus  showing 
you  how  much  credit  you  are  to  give  to  it,  in  determining 
as  between  it  and  first  affidavit,  which  is  true.  Counsel  for 
the  defendant  in  his  argument  to  you  last  evening,  read  to 
you  the  report  of  the  testimony  given  by  Backenstos,  a 
witness  who  appears  to  put  everything  in  the  most  favorable 
light  for  the  (defendant,  and  I  deem  it  proper  to  call  your 
attention  in  this  connection  also  to  the  statement  of. Thomas 
Fra^ar,  the  officer  who  had  control  over  the  proceeding — 
rather  than  Backenstos,  who  is  a  clerk  in  Mr.  Frazar's  office. 
If  you  wiU  remember,  Mr.  Frazar  testified  that  he  told  the 
defendant  that  he  might  sign  the  second  affidavit  or  not,  al 
he  pleased;  that  it  made  no  difference  with  him,  whether  it 
was  signed  or  hot,  the  taxes  would  be  collected  upon  that 
assessment  anyhow,  but  for  the  sake  of  having  the  papers 
in  the  office  in  regular  form,  he  would  prefer  that  they 
should  be  signed  by  the  defendant.  Now,  Mr.  Frazar  was 
the  person  in  authority.  You  are  to  consider  also,  what 
was  said  to  the  defendant  at  the  time  he  signed  the  affidavit, 
by  the  witness  Grooms,  who  appears  to  have  been  a  deputy 
o|  Mr.  Frazar,  and  who  administered  this  oath  and  was 
exercising  authority  at  the  time.  Grooms  said  to  the 
defendant,  as  you  will  remember,  that  he  had  better  sign  it; 
that  he  was  instructed  to  say  that  if  the  defendant  would 
sign  it,  he  would  thereby  be  relieved  from  the  penalty 
imposed  by  the  assessor,  on  account  of  the  alleged  misstate- 
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ment  in  the  false  income  return.  Mr.  Frazar  was  the  officer 
in  authority,  and  Mr.  Grooms  was  exercising  authority  as 
his  deputy.  You  are,. therefore,  to  consider  what  was  said 
by  them.  All  these  circumstances  are  to  be  considered  by 
you  in  determining  whether  the  second  affidavit  is  true  or 
not  true,  and  how  far  it  goes  to  show  that  the  first  one  is. 
false. 

So  far  as  the  testimony  relative  to  the  penalty  is  concerned, 
it  has  been  given  to  the  jury  to  enable  them  to  determine 
how  far  the  defendant  may  have  been  induced  to  make  the 
second  affidavit,  although  he  knew  it  to  be  false,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  relieved  from  the  payment  of  this  addi- 
tional sum. 

As  to  what  proof  is  necessary  to  constitute  perjury,  the 
old  law  was,  that  two  witnesses  were  necessary  to  estab- 
lish the  falsity  of  the  matter  sworn  to,  but  that  rule  has  been 
greatly  modified.  First,  it  was  modified  by  substituting  for 
it,  the  rule  that  one  witness  and  corroborating  testimony  or 
circumstances  should  be  sufficient  to  prove  the  charge  of 
falsity. 

In  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  books  and  documents 
alone  have  been  held  sufficient  proof  of  the  falsity  of  the 
oath.  A  celebrated  case  was  quoted  in  your  hearing  last 
evening  by  counsel  for  the  defendant  where  the  falsity  of 
the  matter  sworn  to  by  the  party  as  shown  by  the  books,  and 
papers  kept  by  the  defendant  and  under  his  control  and 
inspection,  was  held^  sufficient  proof  of  perjury,  without  a 
living  witness.  This  was  a  case  in  which  a  party  importing 
goods  from  Liverpool  to  the  United  States  made  oath  to 
their  value  at  the  custom-house,  which  oath  was  shown  to  be 
false  by  the  books  and  letters  of  the  defendant.  The  ruling 
in  this  case  was  affirmed  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States;  (United  States  y.  Wood  14  Pet.  430),  and  the  law 
established  that  k  party  can  be  convicted  of  perjury  without 
the  evidence  of  any  living  witness  as  to  tlje  falsity  of  the 
oath.  In  this  case,  the  second  affidavit  is  a  solemn 
admission  under  oath  that  the  first  affidavit  is  false.  The 
testimony  in  regard  to  the  sales  of  the  defendant,  a's  shown 
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by  his  books  and  tbe  testimony  as  to  the  profits  upon  such 
sales,  is  testimony  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  statement 
made  in  the  first  affidavit.  If,  then,  you  believe  from  the 
testimony  given  you,  that  this  statement  is  false,  and  that  it 
was  made  knowingly  and  willfully  and  with  a  corrupt  intent, 
that  will  be  sufficient  evidence  to  justify  you  in  finding  a 
verdict  of  guilty. 

A  good  deal  has  been  said  as  to  these  books  of  the  de- 
fendant.    You  are  to  presume,  gentlemen,  and  act  upon  that 
presumption,  that  all  the  testimony  which  is  pertinent  to 
the  issue  in  question  and  favorable  to  the  defendant,  has 
been  submitted  to  you.     Any  pretences  to  the  contrary  are 
mere  buncomb,  made  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  for 
the  purpose  of  influencing  your  minds  otherwise  than  the 
testimony  would  warrant.     I  say  such  is  the  presumption. 
You  are  to  decide  this  case  as  you  have  sworn  to  do,  accord- 
ing to  the  evidence  given  you,  and  not  according  to  what  the 
counsel  may  tell  you  as  to  what  might  have  been  proved. 
So  far  as  these  books  are  concerned  their  contents  have  been 
shown  to  you  only  s6  far  as  to  ascertain  their  truth  and 
explain  the  statements  made  by  the  prosecution  concerning 
them.     This  the  defendant  has  been  allowed  to  do — anything 
more  would  be  irrelevant.     For  instance,  the  prosecution 
proves  to  you  by  testimony  of  the  witnesses  who  have  ex-  ' 
■  amined  the  books  that  the  sales  amount  to  so  much,  which 
requfares  no  expert  book-keeper,  no  great  amount  of  mercan- 
tile erudition  to  ascertain,  and  if  it  did,  the  defendant  might 
have  had  twenty  book-keepers  to  examine  them  if  he  had 
desired  it.     The  presumption  is  that  this  statement  of  the 
amount  of  sales  is  correct.     The  prosecution  have  also  shown 
by  Harry  Nevison  that  between  January  1,  1864,  and  Jan- 
uary 15,  1865,  at  the  time  the  defendant  was  posting  his 
books  and  taking  an  account  of  business  for  1864,  an  exam- 
ination of  the  books  was  made,  and  tha*  he  selected  such 
debts  as  he  then  considered  bad  and  entered  them  on  a  page 
of  the  ledger  for  1865.     According  to  this  selection  the  bad 
debts  amounted-  to  something  between  twelve  and  fifteen 
hundred  dollars.     As  for  the  statement  by  counsel  for  de- 
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fendant  that  the  amount  of  the  profits  for  the  year  1864, 
should  be  shown  by  the  books  rather  than  the  testimony  of 
witnesses  as  to  the  average  profits  on  such  sales,  you  will 
remeniber,  gentlemen,  that  the  testimony  of  Backenstos  was 
that  he  found  no  profit  and  loss  accounts  in  the  books,  and 
there  has  been  no  testimony  offered  or  given  to  contradict 
this  statement,  except  that  concerning  the  page  of  bad- debts 
shown  by  the  prosecution. 

A  good  deal  has  been  said  to  you  about  the  veracity  of  the 
witness,  Nevison.  You  are  the  exclusive  judges  of  the  credi- 
bility of  the  witness  and  y6u  should  not  act  rashly  nor 
without  judgment  in  exercising  that  decision.  The  witness, 
Nevison,  has  been  assailed  by  the  defendant  as  unworthy  of 
belief.  It  is  claimed  that  he  harbors  feelings  of  revenge  or 
malice  against  the  defendant,  and  that  he  has  denied,  or  re- 
fused or  failed  to  remember  certain  offensive  remarks  or 
threats  which  he  made  in  relation  to  the  defendant  which 
other  witnesses  have  testified  to.  You  will  take  into  con^ 
sideration,  in  determining  all  these  circumstances,  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  man  may  not  _hate  another  and  yet  tell  the 
truth  about  him,  whether  he  may  not  feel  like  seeing  him 
punished  and  yet  not  necessarily  play  the  part  of  a  liar  to 
injure  him,  particularly  when  under  oath;  but  when  you  find 
a  witness  in  a  state  pf  mind  which  evidences  ^  strong  hatred 
toward  the  defendant  you  should  be  on  your  guard,  for  his 
passion  may  so  sway  his  judgment  or  warp  his  memory  as 
to  cause  him  to  misrepresent  the  facts.  ■  He  may  remember 
things  and  brood  over  them  until  he  greatly  enlarges  them; 
but  it  does  not  follow,  by  any  means,  that  because  a  man 
dislikes  another,  he  will  willfully  swear  a  lie  against  him. 
On  the  other  hand  some  of  the  witnesses  are  said  to  be  old 
and  warm  friends  or  dependents  of  the  defendant,  and  it 
may  be  well  for  you  to  consider  whether  love  is  not  as  strong 
a  passion  as  hate.  A  devoted  friend  of  the  defendant  is  as 
likely  to  swear  falsely  in  his  favor,  as  an  enemy  against  him. 
You  are  to  consider  these  things;  I  put  you  on  your  guard. 

Again,  a  witness  may  through  mistake  swear  falsely  as  to 
some  particular,  and  yet  testify  truly  as  to  others.     Of  this 
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you  may  be  satisfied  from  the  innate  probability  of  his  state- 
ment or  the  corroboration  or  other  admitted  or  established 
facts  and  circumstances  before  you.  But  if,  you  are  satisfied 
that  a  witness  has  intentionally  sworn  falsely  in  any  material 
particular  in  his  testimony,  the  remainder  of  his  evidence 
should  be  received  with  distrust  and  not  credited  unless  ex- 
tremely probable  in  itseK  or  corroborated.  You  are  also 
the  judges  as  to  what  the  witness  did  say. 

One  thing  more,  as  to  character.  Evidence  has  been  in- 
troduced by  the  defendant  to  show  that  he  has  a  good  char- 
acter for  truth  and  veracity.  Character  is  only  important  as 
evidence  when  a  case  is  doubtful.  No  proof  of  good  char- 
acter against  plain  proof  of  guilt  can  be  considered,  because 
experience  has  shown  that  the  best  of  men  have  fallen;  but 
in  cases  of  doubt,  if  it  appears  that  a  man  has  had  a  good 
character  in  the  community  in  which  he  has  lived,  t^e  fact 
should  be  taken  into  consideration  by  you  as  a  circumstance 
against  the  probability  of  guilt.  The  law  presumes  a  man 
innocent  until  he  is  proven  to  be  guilty.  To  establish  the 
fact  that  a  man  has,  for  years,  borne  a  good  character  for 
truth  and  veracity  in  a  community,  it  should  be  shown  that 
he  has  lived  in  the  gaze  of  the  public,  that  he  has  been  crit- 
icised, canvassed  and  tried  and  found  worthy  of  confidence 
in  this^respect — but  simply  to  show  that  nothing  has  been 
said  about  his  character  pro  or  con,  is  little  more  than  the 
presumption  which  the  law  makes — -that  he  is  innocent. 

In  conclusion,  gentlemen,  allow  me  to  say  that  you  have ' 
an  important  duty  to  perform,  both  as  regards  the  people  of 
the  United  States  and  this  defendant.  As  has  been  said  of 
old,  an  oath  is  the  end  of  controversy.  Whenever  it  comes 
to  pass  that  a  man  may  swear  falsely  with  impunity,  aU  con- 
fidence between  man  and  man  will  be  at  an  end.  Then  there 
will  be  an  end  to  the  security  upon  which  rests  the  fabric  of 
civil  society  and  government — the  correct  and  impartial  ad- 
ministration of  justice. 

The  jury  were  unable  to  agree  and  were  discharged  with- 
out finding  a  verdict. 

Joseph  N.  Dolph  and  Leopold  Wolf,  for  the  plaintiff. 

William  Strong  and  W.  W.  Page,  for  the  defendant. 
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CULLEN  CHAPMAN  v.  SCHOOL  DISTRICT  NO.  1,  THE 
CITY  OF  POETLAND,  AND  BENJAMIN  STAEK. 

A  dedication  of  land  to  public  uses  by  parties  in  possession  thereof,  prior  to 
the  passage  of  the  Donation  Act  of  September  27,  1850  (9  Stat.  496),  does 
not  affect  such  land  in  the  hands  of  other  perso'ns  who  may  succeed  them 
in  such  possession. 

Although  by  the  terms  of  the  Donation  Act,  the  land  is  granted  to  the  set- 
tler, in  consideration  of  his  occupation  thereof,  prior,  as  well  as  subsequent 
to  the  passage  of  such  act,  the  grant  itself  does  not  take  effect  prior  to,  or 
relate  back  beyond  sulch  passage,  and  therefore,  a  parol  dedication  or  quit- 
claim to  public  use  of  a  portion  of  such  land  by  such  settler,  prior  to  the 
passage  of  such  act,  does  not  affect  the  after  acquired  estate  in  the  prem- 
ises. 

A  dedication  by  parol,  being  an  attempt  to  pass  an  interest  in  lands,  contrary 
to'the  statute  of  frauds,  should  not  be  allowed,  unless  plainly  proven,  and 
ought  not  to  be  inferred  from  facts  not  inconsistent  with  a  contrary  con- 
clusion. 

A  multitude  are  no  more  meritorious  in  the  eyes  of  the  .law,  than  a  single 
person,  and  it  ought  no't  to  be  presumed  that  the  latter  has  parted  with  his 
property,  without  benefit  to  himself,  becanse  a  whole  community,  however 
numerous,  lay  claim  to  it. 

A  dedication  to  pubUe  uses,  alleged  to  have  been  made  vrithin  the  memory  of 
Uving  witnesses,  cannot  be  proved  by  reputation. 

A  bond  made  by  Lownsdale  and  Coffin,  on  November  26,  1849,  tor  a  deed  to 
a  lot,  upon  the  sole  consideration  that  the  obligors  therein — "  the  trustees 
of  the  school  and  meeting  house  of  Portland,  and  their  successors  in 
office" — should  do  and  perform  certain  things  in  the  condition  thereof 
written,  is  a  mere  gratuitous  promise,  until  performance  or  an  accepted 
promise  of  performance  of  such  cendition,  and  therefore  will  not  be  en- 
forced against  the  obligors  in  equity. 

School  District  No.  1  of  the  county  of  Multnomah,  is  not  the  successor  of 
"  the  trustees"  aforesaid,  and  therefore  cannot  claim  any  interest  in  such 
bond,  or  enforce  it. 

A  condition  in  said  bond  that  "  the  trustees"  aforesaid,  should  be  incor- 
porated by  legislative  enactment,  and  thereby  authorized  to  hold  the  lot 
aforesaid,  for  the  use  of  the  town  of  Portland,  for  school  and  meeting  house 
purposes,  "  exclusive  of  any  restrictions  of  any  school  law,"  is  not  void, 
as  being  contrary  to  public  policy. 

The  city  of  Portland  is  not  the  successor  of  "  the  trustees"  aforesaid,  and  is 
not  authorized  by  law  to  take  and  administer  the  trust  proposed  in  the  con- 
dition of  said  bond,  and  therefore,  cannot  claim  any  interest  in  or  en- 
force it. 
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There  is  no  privity  between  Stark,  the  complainant's  grantor,  and  the 
ohhgors  in  said  bond,  and  he  is  not  bound  by  it  nor  his  grantee,  the  com- 
plainant. 

Deady,  J.  This  suit  was  before  this  Court  at  the  term  of 
January,  1865,  upon  exceptions  for  impertinence  to  the 
answer  of  the  city  of  Portland.*  It  is.  brought  to  quiet 
title  to  the  complainant's  interest  in  lot  3,  in  block  29,  of  the 
town  of  Portland.  The  bill  alleges  that  the  com;^lainant  is 
.seized  in  fee  simple  of  an  undivided  one  fourth  of  said  lot, 
and  Benjamin  Stark' the  pther  three  fourths  thereof;  that  the 
defendants — School  District  No.  1,  and  the  city  of  Portland 
— ^wrongfully  cla,im,  and  pretend  to  have  some  interest  or 
estate  in  the  premises,  adverse  to  the  complainant  and 
defendant  Stark,  and  prays  a  decree  quieting  his  title,  etc. 

Stark  was  not  served  with  process  and  did  not  appear. 
The  other  two  defendants  filed  separate  amended  ans-s^ers  on 
January  9  and  13,  1865,  respectively. 

The  defendant.  School  District  No.  1,  denies  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complainant,  and  for. further  answer  avers,  that 
on  November  26,  1849,  Daniel  H.  Lownsdale  and  Stephen 
Coffin,  they  being  then  in  the  joint  possession,  under  the 
laws  of  the  provisional  government  of  Oregon,  of  about 
640  acres  of  the  public  lands,  known  as  the  Portland  land 
claim,  and  including  the  lot  in  controversy,  did  seU  to  the 
citizens  of  Portland,  lot  No.  3,  in  block  No.  29,  and  put 
them'  in  possession  of  the  same,  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
and  did  at  the  date  last  mentioned,  also  agree  in  writing  to 
convey  said  lot  to  said  citizens.  A  copy  of  this  agreement 
is  attached  to  the  answer  and  marked.  Exhibit  A.  That  in 
accordance  with  such  agreement  the  said  citizens  took 
possession  of  the  lot  and  built  a  school  house  thereon,, 
elected  trustees  and  caused  the  same  to  be  used  as  .a  public 
school  for  the  education  of  the  youth  of  Portland;  that 
afterwards  the  said  citizens  were  by  law  organized  into 
School  District  No.  1,  with  power  and  authority,  through 
directors,  to  conduct  a  school  in  the  town  of  Portland;  and 
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tliat  said  school  district  did  elect  directors,  wlio,  in  pursuance 
of  an  agreement  with  the  trustees  of  the  citizens  of  Portland 
aforesaid,  made  on  November  24,  *1852,  did  on  behalf  of 
such  district,  enter  upon  and  occupy  said  lot  and  house  for 
a  public  school,  and  thereafter  such  trustees  ceased  to' 
occupy  such  lot  and  house  for  school  purposes,  "  except  by 
and  through  the  defendant" — School  District  No.  1;  that 
the  defendant  occupied  the  premises  until  1857,  when  one 
McEwan  entered  upon  them  and  excluded  the  defendant, 
and  in  1863,  gave  the  possession  to  the  defendant  Stark,  for 
the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  district  of  its  use;  that  the 
defendant  continued  to  act  as  School  District  No.  1,  by 
virtue  of -the  General  School  Law  of  October  17,  1862,  and 
is  exclusively  authorized  to  take  charge  of  all  property 
belonging  to  the  citizens  of  Portland  for  school  purposes, 
and  is  willing  and  now  ready  to  maintain  a  school  at  the 
place  in  question;  that  Stark,  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  exhibit  A,  claimed  a  portion  of  said  land  claim, 
including  the  premises  in  controversy,  adversely  to  Lowns- 
dale  and  Coffin,  under  the  same  laws,  and  in  1850  said 
Stark,  and  Lownsdale  and  Coffin,  compromised  their  con- 
flicting claims  to  the  said  land  claim,  and  thereby  established 
the  boundary  between  them,  so  as  to  leave  the  premises  in 
question  within  the  land  claim  of  said  Stark,  and  that  Stark, 
in  consideration  of  the  premises,  agreed  with  Lownsdale 
and  Coffin  to  recognize  and  confirm  the  acts  and  doings  of 
the  latter,  concerning  lot  3,  ift  block  29,  and  with  full  notice 
of  the  same  did  then  and  there  ratify  and  confirm  the  same; 
that  afterwards  Stark  obtained  the  land  conceded  to  him  by 
the  establishment  of  boundaries,  as  aforesaid,  from  the 
United  States,,  as  a  settler  under  the  Donation  Law  of 
September  27,  1850.  That  at  the  date  of  the  compromise 
aforesaid,  and  after  making  claim  Ets  a  settler  under-  said 
Donation  Law,  said  Stark  did  also  set  apart  and  dedicate 
the  premises  in  controversy,  to  the  citizens  of  Portland  for 
the  uses  of  a  public  school  for  the  education  of  the  youth 
of  said  town,  and  continued  to  recognize  said  dedication  and 
public  right  from  the  time  when  he  took  possession  of  the 
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^ame  as  aforesaid;  and  that  Stark,  in  making  claim  xmder 
tlie  Donation  Law,  'claimed  to  be  a  settler  on  such  land 
during  all  the  period  hierein  referred  to,  and  prior  to  the 
time  of  the  settlement  of  the  conflicting  boundaries  between 
himself  and  Lownsdale  and  Coffin. 

The  amended  answer  of  the  city  of  Portland  is  substan- 
tially the  same  as  that  of  the  school  district,  except  that 
it  avers  that  the  corporation  of  Portland,  is  entitled  to  the 
trust  alleged  to  have  been  created  by  the  bond  of  November 
26,  1849,  and  the  proceeding  thereunder,  and  not  the  school 
district,  and  that  all  the  conditions  upon  which  said  bond 
was  made,  have  been  performed  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
citizens  of  Portland,  and  that  the  municipal  corporation  is 
legally  entitled  and  capable  of  taking  such  trust  and  admin- 
istering it. 

The  cause  was  heard  upon  the  amended  bill,  answers, 
exhibits  thereto  and  proofs.  Upon  careful  consideration  of 
these,  I  find  the  following  conclusions  of  fact  to  be  satisfac- 
torily proven : 

I.  That  on  May  22,  1849,  certain  persons  subscribed  a 
writing  whereby  they  agreed  to  pay  severally,  certain  sums 
of  money,  io  such  persons  as  a  majority  of  the  subscribers 
should  designate,  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  school  and 
meeting  house  in  the  town  of  Portland;  and  that  such  sub- 
scribers, at  a  meeting  of  the  same,  held  at  Portland,  June 
6,  1849,  did  elect  William  M.  King,  Stephen  Coffin  and 
"William  Warren,  Sen.,  trustedte,  to  carry  into  effect  the  pur- 
pose of  such  subscription,  and  did  then  and  there  authorize 
such  trustees  to  purchase  a  lot  and  provide  for  the  building 
of  such  school  and  meeting  house  in  Portland. 

II.  That  on  July  2,  1849,  the  trustees  aforesaid,  by  the 
name  and  description  of  the  "trustees  of  the  subscribers  of 
the  Portland  school  and  meeting  house,"  did  agree  in  writ- 
ing with  William  Warren,  Jr.,  for  the  construction  of  "a 
house  for  the  purpose  of  a  school  and  meeting  house,"  for 
which  the  contractor,  Warren,  was  to  receive  frpm  such 
trustees  the  sum  of  twenty-two- hundred  dollars. 
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III.  That  on  November  26,  1849,  Daniel  H.  Lownsdal|! 
and  Stephen  Coffin,  were  in  tlie  actual  possession  of  the 
public  land,  commonly  called  the  Portland  land  claim, 
which  included  the  premises  in  controversy,  and  that  being 
so  in  possession,  the  said  Lownsdale  and  Coffin,  did  make 
and  sign  the  following  bond  for  a  deed  to  said  premises : 

"Know  all  men  by  these  presents  that  we,  Stephen  Coffin 
and  Daniel  Lownsdale  of  the  town  of  Portland,  in  the  terri- 
tory of  Oregon,  are  bound  and  firmly  held,  in  the  penal  sum 
of  three  hundred  dollars,  good  and  lawful  money  of  the 
United  States,  unto  the  trustees  of  the  school  and  town 
meeting  house,  in  the  aforesaid  town  of  Portland,  who  now 
act  as  such,  and  to  their  successors  in  office,  for  the  punctual 
payment  of  which,  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs  and  admin- 
istrators or  executors  firmly  by  these  presents,  in  witness 
whereof,  we  have  hereunto  set  our  hands  and  affixed  our 
seals,  tliis  26th  day  of  November,  a.  d.  1849. 

"The  conditions  of  the  above  obligation  are  such,  that  hav- 
ing this  day  sold  unto  the  citizens  of  the  town  of  Portland 
all  that  lot  or  parcel  of  land,  known  on  the  plat  of  said  town, 
as  lot  number  three  in  block  twenty-nine,  being  fifty  feet  in 
front  on  First  street,  and  running  one  hundred  feet  back, 
and  lying  on  the  western  side  of  said  street,  and  by  these 
presents  given  possession  of  the  same — Now,  know  you, 
that  if  the  people  of  this  beforenamed  town  of  Portland, 
shall  elect  any  number  of  trustees  to  frame  a  constitution 
for  a  body  corporate,  and  they  the  said  trustees,  shall  be 
authorized  thus,  as  trustees  of  said  property  to  hold  the 
same  for  the  use  of  the  town  of  Portland,  exclusive  of  any 
restrictions  of  any  school  law,  and  if  they  shall  be  thus  con- 
stituted trustees  by  the  legislative  body  of- the  territory  of 
Oregon,  and  they  be  limited  to  use  and  keep  the  same  for  a 
school,  or  for  holding  town  meetings,  or  holding  such  meet- 
ings for  the  improvement  of  youth,  the  advancement  of 
science  or  such  other  purposes  as  they,  the  people  of  said 
town  shall  see  fit;  Provided,  however,  that  nothing  but  hold- 
ing courts  (in  the  absence  of  a  more  suitable  place  being 
provided  by  the  county),   shall  interfere  with  the  holding 
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schools  in  the  same,  except  in  case  of  public  emergency,  for 
holding  public  meetings.  And  if  the  said  Stephen  Coffin 
and  Daniel  H.  Lownsdale,  shall  make  or  cause  to  be  made, 
.  a  quitclaim  deed  to  the  beforenamed  lot,  then  this  obliga- 
tion shall  be  nuU  and  void,  and  of  no  effect, 'otherwise  to  re- 
main in  full  force  and  virtue." 

(Signed)        D.  H.  Lownsdale,  Agent  for 


Stephen  Coefin,  |  Sealt 

js^i 


D.'  H.  Lownsdale. 

And  that  the  foregoing  instrument  was  received  for  record 
in  the  clerk's  office  of  Multnomah  county,  on  September  6, 
1864,  and  there  duly  recorded. 

IV.  That  during  the  autumn  of  1849,  the  "trustees  of 
the  subscribers,  to  the  Portland  school  and  meeting  house," 
caused  to  be  built  upon  lot  number  three,  in  block  number 
twenty-nine,  described  in  the  bond  aforesaid,  the  house,  as 
per  contract  with  Wilktam  Warren,  Jr. 

V.  That  on  August  8,  1851,  a  large  portion  of  the  original 
"  subscribers  to  and  proprietors  of  the  Portland  school  and 
meeting  house,"  executed  a  writing,  whereby  they  authorized 
William  M.  King,  one  of  the  trustees  aforesaid,  to  sell .  at 
auction  said  house  and  lot,  and  to  divide  the  proceeds  be- 
tween sjich  subscribers. 

VI.  That  from  the  erection  of  the  house,  in  1849,  until 
November  4,  1852,  it  was  occupied  from  time  to  time  for 
public  meetings,  both  religious  and  secular,  holding. courts 
and  private  schools,  under  the  express  or  implied  sanction 
and  permission  of  the  trustees  aforesaid,  or  some  of  them. 

VII.  That  on  November  4,  1852,  the  directors  of  School 
District  No.  1,  toot  a  lease  in  writing  of  the  premises  in 
controversy  from  William  M.  King  and  Z.  0.  Norton,  acting 
on  behalf  of  "the  owners  and  proprietors"  of  the  house 
aforesaid,  for  the  term  of  twelve  months,  for  the  purpose  of 
keeping  a  common  school  for  the  district  therein,  at  the 
monthly  rent  of  ten  dollars. 
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VIII.  That  School  District  No.  1  has  never  been  in  the 
possession  of  the  premises  in  question,  or  used,  occupied 
or  controlled  them,  otherwise  than  as  above  stated ;  and  that 
the  city  of  Portland  has  never  been  in  the  possession  of  the 
premises,  or  used,  occupied  or  controlled  them  in  any  man- 
ner, although  during  all  the  time  from  the  erection  of  the 
house  to  the  year  1855  or  1857,  the  inhabitants  of  Portland, 
or  some  portion  of  them,  did  hold  meetings  there  from  time 
to  time  as  above  stated. 

IX.  That  the  defendant,  Benjamin  Stark,  was  a  settler 
upon  a  portion  of  the  Portland  land  claim  aforesaid,  con- 
taining about  forty  acres,  and  including  the  premises  in  con- 
troversy, from  September  1,  1849,  and  for  four  years  there- 
after, under  and  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
Congress,  approved  September  27,  1850,  commonly  called 
the  Donation  Law,  whereby  he  became  the  donor  and  owner 
in  fee  simple  of  such  forty  acres,  including  the  lot  in  con- 
troversy, and  that  in  pursuance  of  such  settlement,  and  the 
proper  proof  thereof,  a  patent  therefor,  issued  to  the  said 
Stark,  from  the  United  States,  bearing  date  December  8, 
1860,  which  patent  was  received  for  record  in  the  clerk's 
office  of  Multnomah  county,  November  16,  1865,  and  there 
duly  recorded. 

X.  That  on  September  12,  1864,  the  defendant  Stark,  by 
his  duly  authorized  attorney  in  fact,  William  Cree,  did  convey 
by  deed  of  quitclaim  and  release,  the  undivided  one  fourth 
part  of  the  lot  in  controversy  to  the  complainant,  for  a  val- 
uable consideration,  which  dee'd  was  received  for  record,  in 
the  clerk's  office  of  the  county  of  Multnomah,  September 
13,  1864,  and  there  duly  recorded ;  and  that  the  complainant 
was  at  the  commencement  of  this  suit  a  citizen  of  the  State 
of  Maine,  one  of  the  United  States,  and  had  the  legal  estate 
in  the  undivided  one  fourth  part  of  the  premises  in  contro- 
versy. 

XI.  That  on  March  1,  1850,  and  prior  to  the  settlement 
on  the  Portland  land  claim  by  Lownsdale  or  Coffin,  the  de- 
fendant Stark  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  possession  of  an 
undivided  half  of  the  whole  of  such  claim,  but  that  on  the 
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date  last  aforesaid,  the  said  defendant  Stark  entered  into  an 
agreement  in  writing  with  said  Lownsdale,  whereby  the  said 
Stark  and  Lownsdale  compromised  and  settled  their  con- 
flicting claims  to  the  possession  of  the  land  claim  aforesaid, 
so  that,  among  other  things,  the  said  Lownsdale  released 
and  quitclaimed  to  the  said  Stark  the  forty  acres  of  said  land 
claim  above  mentioned,  in  consideration  of  which,  the  said 
Stark  among  other  things,  agreed  with  the  said  Lownsdale 
to  ratify  and  confirm  the  conveyances  ' '  made  by  the  said 
Lownsdale  previous  to  January  1,  1850,"  of  the  lot  in  con- 
troversy; and  that  subsequently  Stephen  Coffin  ratified  and 
assented  to  this  agreement  and  settlement  of  the  conflicting 
claims. 

XII.  That  said  defendant  Stark  never  made  any  dedica- 
tion of  the  lot  in  question  to  either  of  his  co-defendants,  or 
to  any  public  use  whatever,  although  on  several  occasions 
since  the  year  1855,  he,  in  casual  conversation,  expressed  a 
purpose  or  willingness  to  convey  the  same  to  the  city  or 
public,  provided  they  would  reimburse  him  the  expense^  he 
had  incurred  in  improving  the  property  and  the  streets  and 
walks  around  it,  but  that  nothing  was  done  by  either  party 
to  carry  out  such  purpose  or  intention. 

XIII.  That  since  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the 
defendants,  "  School  District  No.  1,  and  the  City  of  Port- 
land, have  each,  through  the  agency  of  the  officers  of  such 
corporation,  assessed  the  lot  in  question  to  said  Stark  as  the 
owner  thereof,  and  collected  and  received  from  him  the  taxes 
properly  leviable  upon  said  assessment." 

XIV.  That  the  town  of  Portland,  includiag  the  Portland 
land  claim  aforesaid  and  the  land  claim  of  John  H.  Couch, 
was  first  erected  and  constituted  a  city  corporate,  by  the 
name  of  the  "  City  of  Portland,"  by  act  of  the  legislature  of 
the  territory  of  Oregon,  passed  January  23,  1851.  That  by 
said  act  it  was  provided,  that  the  "mayor,  recorder  and 
council  of  said  corporation  shall  be  a  body  corporate  and 
politic,  *  *  *  and  shall  be  capable  in  their  corporate 
name  and  capacity  to  acquire  property,  real,  personal  and 
mixed,  for  the  use  of  said  corporation,  with  power  to  sell 
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and  convey  the  same;"  but  tliat  by  such  act  no  provision 
whatever  was  made,  whereby  the  city  of  Portland  or  the  in- 
habitants thereof  could  or  might  accept  the  trust  specified 
in  the  bond  from  Lownsdale  and  Coffin,  nor  does  such  act 
contain  any  provision  by  which  such  corporation  is  author- 
ized or  permitted  to  receive,  hold  or  use  land  for  the  pur- 
pose of  education  or  religious  meetings,  or  in  anywise  to 
provide  for,  conduct  or  carry  on  any  such  scheme  or  enter- 
prise. This  act  was  superseded  by  the  act  of  January  31, 
1853,  which  latter  act  was  in  turn  superseded  by  the  act  of 
January  24,  1854.  This  last  mentioned  act  w^s  amended 
by  acts  passed  respectively  January  15,  1858,  October  17, 
1860,  and  October  17,  1862.  The  act  of  January  24,  1854, 
and  the  amendments  thereto,  were  superseded  by  the  act 
approved  October  14,  1864,  which  still  remains  in  force; 
but  none  of  these  acts,  subsequent  to  the  first,  changed  or 
enlarged  the  powers  of  the  corporation,  with  reference  to 
the  subjects  above  mentioned. 

XV.  That  the  defendant,  the  School  District,  No.  1,  is 
a  public  corporation  existing  under  the  laws  of  Oregon,  now 
and  since  November  4,  1852,  but  at  what  time  prior  thereto 
it  was  organized  and  established  does  not  appear.  • 

The  first  act  passed  in  Oregon  in  relation  to  common  or 
public  schools,  and  authorizing  and  providing  for  the  estab- 
lishment and  organization  of  school  districts,  was  passed 
September  5,  1849.  This  act  authorized  and  required  the 
county  school  commissioners  of  the  respective  counties,  be- 
fore January,  1851,  to  lay  off  their  respective  counties  into 
school  districts,  and  allowed  the  people  of  any  town  or 
neighborhood,  until  this  was  done,  to  form  school  districts 
for  themselves,  "and  perform  all  acts  and  duties  therein,  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  act."  The  directors 
of  a  district  constitute  a  corporation,  and  as  such  corpora- 
tion might  receive  for  the  use  of  the  district,  lands  whereon 
to  build  a  school  house.  This  act  was  amended  by  acts 
passed  respectively  January  15, 1852,  and  January  31,  1853. 
The  act  of  September  5,  1849,  and  the  acts  amendatory 
thereof,  were  superseded  by  the   act  passed  January  12, 
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1854.  This  latter  act  was  also  amended  by  tlie  acts  passed 
respectiTely  January  31,  1865,  and  January  17,  1857.  The 
act  of  January  12,  1854,  and  the  acts  amendatory  thereof, 
were  superseded  by  the  act  of  October  17,  1862.  All  of 
these  acts  subsequent  to  the  first,  contain  similar  proyisions 
for  the  establishment  and  organization  of  school  districts, 
declare  them  to  be  corporations,  and  authorize  them  to  pur- 
chase and  hold  lands,  whereon  to  buUd  school  houses  for 
the  use  of  district  schc^ols,  subject  to  the  limitations  and 
restrictions  of  the  school  law.  But  none  of  these  acts  au- 
thorize or  permit  a  school  district  to  hold  lands  generally, 
or  to  maintain  any  particular  or  special  description  of 
school.  The  school  district  is  independent  and  separate 
from  any  town  organization.  It  is  established  and  its 
boundaries  defined  by  a  county  officer,  and  these  may  be 
wholly  changed  and  modified  from  time  to  time  to  suit  the 
wants  and  convenience  of  the  public  interested,  including 
that  of  the  neighboring  districts. 

XVI.  That  the  complainant  had  notice  of  the  foregoing 
facts,  at  the  date  of  the  conveyance  to  him,  by  Stark. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  what  is  the  law  of  the  case,  or 
what  are  the  legal  or  equitable  rights  of  the  parties,  to  the 
premises  in  controversy,  is  the  question  for  the  Court  now 
to  determine. 

The  claim  of  the  defendants  before  the  Court,  or  either  of 
them,  that  Stark  dedicated  this  land  to  public  uses,  being 
fotmd  untrue  in  point  of  fact,  is  thereby  disposed  of.  But 
as  this  point  was  insisted  upon  in  the  argument  with  some 
degree  of  earnestness,  it  is  proper  to  give  it  a  more  extended 
consideration.  To  do  this  properly,  it  is  necessary  to  lay 
out  of  view  such  matters  as  have  no  legal  bearing  on  the 
question.  And  first,  this  is  not  a  case  like  some  cited  in  the 
argument,  where  the  particular  public  claiming  a  dedication, 
have  been  long  in  the  uninterrupted  use  and  enjoyment  of 
the  property.  In  such  cases,  the  use  or  possession  itseK, 
though  not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  title  under  the  statute 
of  limitations,  is  treated  as  evidence  of  a  dedication,  and  by 
the  aid  of  indirect  evidence,  deduced  from  other  independent 
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facts  and  circumstances,  may  be  sufficient,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  to  the  contrary,  to  warrant  a  Court  in  presuming  that 
a  dedication  had  actually  been  made.  But  this  fact  is  want- 
ing in  this  case — neither  of  the  defendants  before  the  Court 
have  ever  been  in  the  use  and  occupation  of  these  premises, 
except  in  the  solitary  instance  of  the  school  district  above 
mentioned,  and  that  was  as  a  tenant,  and  not  adversely  to 
Stark.  There  is  no  presumption  then  in  favor  of  the  claim 
of  defendants,  on  the  ground  of  user  or  occupation. 

Again,  upon  the  question  of  dedication  by  Stark,  the  acts 
and  doings  of  Lownsdale  and  Coffin  are  not  to  be  consid- 
ered— they  have  no  legal  relation  to  the  subject.  As  to  this 
matter.  Stark  and  these  parties  are  strangers,  without  privity 
of  any  kind.  By  this  is  meant,  that  a  dedication  or  prom- 
ise of  a  dedication  by  Lownsdale  or  Coffin,  does  not  bind 
Stark  and  is  immaterial  with  reference  to  the  present  in- 
quiry. The  reason  of  this— as  has  been  suggested,  is  be- 
cause there  is  no  privity  of  estate  between  Stark  and  these 
persons.  At  the  date  of  the  bond  from  Lownsdale"  and 
Coffin,  they  only  had  the  naked  possession  of  the  land, 
under  the  laws  of  the  provisional  government  of  Oregon, 
without  any  estate  or  interest  in  the  premises  whatever. 
Their  acts  and  doings  in  no  way  bound  the  lands  in  the 
person  who  might  succeed  them!  in  the  possession.  This 
state  of  things  remained  unchanged  at  the  time  of  the  agree- 
ment of  March  1,  1850.  The  land  was  public  domain — the 
title  was  in  the  United  States,  and  Congress  passed  no  law 
by  which  any  person  could  acquire  any  interest  in  this  land, 
until  September  27,  1850.  (Parish  v.  Lownsdale,  21  How. 
293.)  At  the  time  of  the  agreement  of  March  1,  1850,  Stark 
claimed  to  be  entitled  under  the  local  law,  to  the  possession 
of  the  xmdrvided  half  of  the  whole  claim  of  640  acres,  and  in 
consideration  that  he  would  abandon  such  claim,  Lownsdale 
thereby  agreed  and  did  abandon  to  Stark  the  exclusive  pos- 
session oi  the  forty  acres  of  the  claim,  including  this  lot. 
Whatever,  out  of  abundance  of  caution,  may  be  the  technical 
language  of  the  agreement,  this  is  the  legal  effect  of  it,  be- 
cause at  that  time,  the  possession,  subject  to  the  right  of 
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the  United  States,  was  all  tlie  parties  had  to  bargain  about 
or  dispose  of.  This  possession  then,  Stark  took  unencum- 
bered by  the  previous  acts  and  doings  of  any  one — "as 
though  the  foot  of  man  had  never  been  on  the  land."*  Sub- 
sequently, by  virtue  of  his  settlement  under  the  act  of  Sep-" 
tember  27,  1860,  Stark  acquired  the  legal  estate  in  the  prem- 
ises from  the  United  States.  This  estate,  although  upon 
condition  at  its  inception,  the  commencement  of  the  resi- 
dence and  cultivation,  on  September  1,  1849,  became  abso- 
lute and  indefeasible  upon  the  completion  of  the  performance 
of  these  conditions,  on  September  1,  1853,  four  years  there- 
after. Since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  September  27,  1850, 
Stark  being  then  in  possession,  and  having  the  legal  estate 
in  the  premises,  any  dedication  to  public  uses,  by  him  or 
his  authority,  will  bind  him  or  those  claiming  under  him 
with  notice.  It  is  also  claimed  by  counsel  for  the  school 
district,  that  a  dedication  prior  to  that  time,  and  subsequent 
to  September  1,  1849,  made  by  Stark,  is  binding  upon  the 
after  acquired  estate,  for  the  reason  that  the  act  of  Septem- 
ber 27,  1850,  granted  the  land  to  the  settler  on  account  of 
his  residence  and  cultivation  prior  {hereto,  as  well  as  subse- 
quent. That  this  would  be  the  proper  construction  of  the 
law,  in  the  case  of  a  conveyance  with  covenants  of  warranty, 
or  any  express  stipulation  or  agreement  from  which  it  would 
reasonably  appear,  that  the  parties  dealt  and  bargained  with 
reference  to  the  possibility  or  contingency  of  the  grantor  or 
vendor  acquiring  title  from  the  United  States,  I  am  well 
satisfied.  But  a  simple  quitclaim  by  Stark,  during  his 
occupancy  and  before  the  passage  of  the  act  granting  the 
land,  would  in  no  wise  affect  the  after  acquired  estate  in  the 
premises.  Although  the  act  of  Congress  grants  the  land,  on 
account  of  the  prior  residence  and  cultivation,  the  grant 
itself,  cannot  be  said  to  take  effect  before  it  was  made — ^the 
time  of  the  passage  of  the  act.  A  grant  of  land  by  statute, 
for  considerations  transpiring  years  before,  as  for  military 
services,  takes  effect  from  the  date  of  the  grant,  and  not  the 


'  Lownsdale  v.  City  of  Portland,  Ante,  39. 


FEBRUARY,  1866.  151 


Cullen  Chapman  v.  School  District  No.  1,  and  others. 

performance  of  the  service.  In  point  of  time,  the  grant  and 
the  cause  or  consideration  of  it,  may  be  identical  or  widely 
separated.  This  was  a  grant  on  account  of  residence  and 
cultivation,  on  grounds  of  public  poUey— as  to  the  future, 
to  promote  the  settlement  of  the  public  lands,  and  as  to  the 
past,  to  reward  those  who  had  settled  and  held  the  country 
for  the  United  States,  amid  extreme  privation  and  suffering, 
against  the  dangerous  and  savage  Indian,  and  in  the  face  of, 
a  foreign  power,  early  and  strongly  intrenched  upon  the  soil, 
in  the  persons  and  people  of  the  Hudson  Bay  Company. 

I  am  inclined  to  hold  that  a  parol  dedication  to  public 
uses,  rests  upon  no  different  ground  than  a  quitclaim  deed, 
and  if  made  before  September  27,  1850,  although  by  a  party 
then  in  possession,  who  afterwards  took  the  legal  estate 
under  the  act,  it  would  not  bind  the  afterward  acquired 
estate.  Doubtless,  where  a  clear  case  of  dedication,  so  far 
as  the  act  is  concerned,  was  made  out,  under  such  circum- 
stanced, a  Court  of  equity  would  be  warranted  in  finding 
that  the  party  had  confirmed  the  act,  after  acquiring  the  es- 
tate, from  evidence  which  in  itself  would  be  insufficient  to 
establish  the  fact  of  an  original  dedication,  or  even  might 
presume  such  a  confirmation,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to 
show  that  the  donor  had  disavowed  it  at  once,  upon  receiv- 
ing the  Ifegal  estate.  Subject  to  these  rules  or  principles, 
did  S^rk  ever  dedicate  this  lot  to  either  of  these  defendants 
for  public  uses  ?  Under  the  testimony,  I  am  constrained  to 
answer  the  question  in  the  negative,  and  if  necessary  to  go 
further,  and  say  that  he  is  not  shown  to  have  dedicated  it  to 
any  public  use  whatever. 

A  mere  intention  to  make  a  dedication  to  public  uses,  does 
not  constitute  a  dedication.  Where  it  is  claimed  that  a 
dedication  has  been  made  by  parol,  it  ought  to  be  shown 
plainly  and  distinctly,  and  not  left  to  be  inferred  from  facts 
and  circumstances,  at  best  indifferent  in  themselves,  and 
not  inconsistent  with  a  contrary  conclusion.  (Irwin  v. 
Dixon  et  al.,  9  How.  30,  31,  and  the  cases  there  cited.) 

A  dedication  by  parol  is  an  exception  to  the  general  and 
salutary  rule  of  the  law,  which  provides  that  no  interest  in 
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lands  shall  pass  without  a  writing.  To  allow  this  exception, 
except  upon  clear  and  satisfactory  proof,  that  the  dedica- 
tion had  received  the  clear  assent  of  the  owner — ^was  actually 
and  deliberately  made — would  be  subversive  of  the  policy 
of  the  law,  and  dangerous  to  private  rights.  A  multitude, 
or  a  public  corporation  are  no  more  meritorious  in  the  eyes 
of  the  law  or  justice  than  a  single  individual.  A  man  ought 
not  to  be  presumed  to  have  parted  with  his  property,  with- 
out benefit  or  consideration  to  himself,  because  a  commu- 
nity, however  numerous,  lay  claim  to  it.  The  owner  of  real 
property  may  rest  upon  his  title,  and  is  not  required  to  be 
always  upon  the  premises,  asserting  his  right,  as  agaiust 
the  world  or  any  less  number  of  persons,  whom  he  may 
permit  or  suffer  from  time  to  time  to  be  in  the  temporary 
occupancy  or  enjoyment  of  it.  Particularly  is  this  the  case, 
where  a  private  lot,  laid  out  and  marked  upon  the  map  as 
private  property,  is  afterwards  claimed  for  some  special 
public  use,  like  a  site  for  a  school  or  meeting  house.  Such 
a  dedication,  is  the  nature  of  things,  altogether  more  im- 
probable than  that  of  streets  and  public  squares.  The  latter 
are  entirely  consistent  with  the  donor's  interest,  being  essen- 
tial to  the  sale  of  lots,  and  conducive  to  the  building  up  of 
the  town — in  fact,  are  paidfor  by  the  sale  of  the  adjacent  lots 
at  enhanced  prices.  "What  might  be  satisfactory*  proof  of 
the  dedication  of  the  one,  would  be  altogether  insnfflcient 
to  prove  the  other.  A  person  may  be  presumed  to  do  what 
is  manifestly  just  to  the  public  and  promotive  of  his  own  in- 
terest, as  to  dedicate  streets  to  the  public,  as  an  inducement 
for  them  to  buy  the  adjacent  lots;  when  he  ought  not  to  be 
presumed  to  do  what  is  not  demanded  by  justice  to  the 
public  and  is  contrary  to  that  interest — as  to  dedicate  his 
private  property  for  a  school  or  meeting  house  site.  No 
adequate  motive  is  shown  to  have  induced  such  a  dedica- 
tion, and  it  ought  not  to  be  allowed  unless  upon  clear  and 
unequivocal  proof  of  the  fact. 

The  testimony  upon  this  point  only  goes  so  far  as  to  show 
that  upon  several  occasions,  in  casual  conversations  with 
acquaintances,  Stark  expressed  a  wUlingness  or  readiness  to 
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convey  this  property  to  the  city  or  the  public  of  Portland, 
upon  certain  terms  and  conditions.  But  this  was  never  done, 
for  the  sufficient  reason,  if  no  other,  that  the  city  or  public 
never  took  any  steps  to  obtain  this  conveyance,  upon  these 
or  any  other  terms.  But  these  conversations,  construe  them 
as  you  will,  are  no  evidence  of  a  dedication;  on  the  contrary, 
they  are  an  assertion  of  Stark's  present  title  to  the  lot, 
coupled  with  a  proposal  to  convey  the  same  upon  terms. 
They  are  not  even  evidence  of  a  proposal  to  the  public  to 
convey,  but  are  mere  casual  remarks  to  private  persons. 

Again,  if  Stark,  in  early  times,  was  in  doubt  as  to  what 
his  legal  rights  were  concerning  this  lot,  on  account  of  his 
agreement  of  March  1,  1850,  he  might  very  properly  say,  as 
it  is  claimed  that  he  did,  that  he  intended  to  maintain  his 
right  to  this  property,  as  against  any  private  person,  without 
thereby  admitting  that  it  was  the  property  of  the  city,  or 
that  he  had  or  would  dedicate  it  to  public  uses  of  any  kind. 
If  the  city  had  an  interest  in  the  premises,  or  was  entitled 
to  a  conveyance  of  the  lot,  by  reason  of  the  agreement  of 
March  1,  1850,  that  was  a  matter  of  law,  and  beyond  Stark's 
control  or  decision,  and  he  was  not  called  upon  to  express  - 
his  opinion  in  the  premises,  in  the  statement  attributed  to 
him  by  Shattuck's  testimony.  That  writing  speaks  for 
itself,  and  if  by  force  of  it  the  city  is  entitled  to  the  premi- 
ses, it  is  so  entitled,  independent  of  any  alleged  dedication 
by  Stark,  and  no  pretence  of  a'  subsequent  dedication  by 
Stark  will  help  it. 

These  are  the  only  facts,  which  have  been  proven,  to  show 
a  dedication  by  Stark,  and  they  are  wholly  insufficient  for 
that  purpose. 

On  the  hearing,  the  defendants  also  offered  the  deposi- 
tions of  some  witnesses,  residents  of  Portland,  to  prove  that 
by  common  reputation  the  property  belonged  in  some  way 
to  the  city.  This  testimony,  besides  being  very  meagre  and 
unsatisfactory  of  its  kind,  was  clearly  inadmissible,  and 
therefore  ruled  out.  The  matters  testified  to  by  these  wit- 
nesses, are  their  own  opinions  of  the  controversy,  or  what 
they  understood  to  be  public  opinion.     They  all  relate  to  a 
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transaction,  witMn  the  memory  of  living  witnesses,  and  the 
opinions  and  understanding — public  repute,  to  which  they 
refer,  are  subsequent  to  the  commencement  of  this  contro- 
versy, and  appear  to  have  grown  out  of  it.  Of  its  kiad, 
even,  it  was  very  meagre  and  indefinite.  (1  Greenleaf,  §  130,; 
McEwan  v.  City  of  Portland,  1  Or.  300.)  In  this  latter  case, 
decided  in  1860,  the  question  of  the  admissibiliiy  of  this 
testimony  arose  in  an  action  for  the  possession  of  this  same 
lot.  Mr.  Justice  Stratton  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  and  maintained  the  inadmissibility  of  ithe  testimony, 
beyond  all  question,  upon  both  reason  and  authority.  To 
speak  somewhat  colloquially — if  such  hearsay  testimony 
were  allowed  to  be  heard  in  courts  of  justice,  it  would 
be  very  easy  (if  not  common),  for  a  few  active  and  interested 
persons  to  make  a  reputation  on  the  subject  of  who  was  en- 
titled to  a  particular  property,  and  then  prove  it  in  Court, 
by  their  own  oaths.  Such  a  proceeding  might  fitly  be  de- 
nominated— not  improving  but  talking  a  gentleman  out  of 
his  estate. 

I  next  proceed  to  consider  what  right,  if  any,  the  defend- 
ants before  the  Court,  or  either  of  them  have  or  can  claim, 
by  virtue  of  the  bond  to  convey,  from  Lownsdale  and  Coffin, 
of  November  26,  1849. 

This  bond  is  for  a  quitclaim  deed  to  the  lot  in  contro- 
versy. It  is  given,  not  to  the  public  generally,  nor  to  either 
of  these  defendants,  but  to  the  "trustees  of  the  school  and 
town  meeting  house  of  Portland,  and  their  successors  in 
office."  True,  the  condition  of  the  instrument  recites,  that 
the  obligors  had  that  day  sold  this  lot  unto  the  citizens  of 
Portland,  but  the  obligation  is  to  these  trustees.  Indeed^ 
no  persons  are  specially  named  trustees,  and  the  complain- 
ants' counsel  objects  that  the  bond  is  invalid  on  this  account 
for  uncertainty.  But  I  think  if  such  persons  as  are  therein 
described,  did  in  fact  then  exist,  with  the  relation  or  office 
imputed  to  them  by  this  description,  that  the  designation 
is  sufficiently  certain.  Looking  back  of  the  bond,  we  are 
enabled  to  find  the  causes  which  led  to  the  execution  of  the 
instrument,  and  to  identify  certainly,  the  persons  intended 
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by  the  description — ^trustees   of   the   school  and  meeting 
house  of  Portland.     What  was  the  condition  of  the  infant 
settlement,  since  grown  into  the  city  of  Portland,  in  the 
spring  of  1849  ?    From  the  testimony  in  this  case,  and  the 
admitted  history  of  that  period,  it  is  evident  that  the  popu- 
lation did  not  exceed  one  hundred  persons,  and  that  there 
were  not  to  exceed  ten  or  twelve  houses  of  any  kind  in  the 
place.     Under  these  circumstances  as  shown  by  the  sub- 
scription paper  of  May  22,  1849,   and  the  minutes  of  the 
meeting  of  the  subscribers  thereto,  dated  June   5,    1849, 
some  of  the  residents  of  the  place  and  the  adjoining  neigh- 
borhood, agree  to  pay  money  to  build  a  school  and  meeting 
house  for  their  oivn  use — the  enterprise  to  be  under  the  sole 
control  and  management  of  such  persons  as  the  subscribers, 
or  a  majority  of  them,  may  choose.     These  subscribers,  on 
June  5,  1849,  choose  three  trustees,  and  authorize  them  to 
purchase  a  lot  and  provide  for  the  erection  of  the  building. 
On  July  2,  1849,  these  trustees  let  the  contract  to  build  the 
house,    for  the  sum  of    $2,200,  of  which  only  |1,900  was 
ever  raised  and  paid,  and  a  portion  of  this  amount  was 
subscribed  and  paid  after  that  period.     Whilst  the  project 
was  in  this  condition,  the  bond  was  executed,  and  I  think  it 
apparent,  nay,  beyond  doubt,  that  the  persons  described  in 
the  bond  as  the  "trustees  of  the  school  and  meeting  house 
of  Portland,"  were  the  trustees  of  the  subscribers  to  the 
school  and  meeting  house,  named  in  the  minutes  of  the  meeting 
of  such  subscribers,  dated  June  5, 1849.     At  the  date  of  the 
election  of  these  trustees,  there  were  no  such  corporation  in 
existence  as  a  school  district  or  the  city  of  Portland.     These 
trustees  were  appointed  to  represent  and  act  only  for  the 
private  individuals — the  subscribers  aforesaid.  Under  these 
circumstances,  they  purchased  and  took  a  bond  for  a  deed 
to  lot  3,  from  the  then  holders  and  occupants  of  the  land 
claim,    Lownsdale  and  Coffin — the   former  executing  the 
instrument  for  himself  and  the  latter.     The  penalty  of  the 
bond  is  three  hundred  dollars,  but  no  consideration  for  the 
sale  is  mentioned  or  recited.     The  seal  to  the  instrument 
imports  a  consideration,  but,  by  the  laws  of  this  State,  this 
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presumption  is  disputable.  From  the  nature  of  tlie  trans- 
action, the  situation  of  the  parties  and  the  purpose  intended, 
and  from  the  absence  of  all  evidence  to  the  contrary,  I  am 
forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the  instrument  was  given 
without  any  pecuniary  consideration — and  without  a  consider- 
ation in  law,  this  agreement  could  not  be  enforced.  The 
only  consideration  which  can  be  implied  from  facts  in  this 
case,  to  support  this  agreement,  is  that  the  trustees  to  whom 
it  was  made,  should  perform  or  procure  the  performance  of 
the  conditions  upon  which  the  contemplated  conveyance  is 
proposed  to  be  made.  The  bond  itself  is  a  mere  voluntary 
promise,  and  one  sided;  and  until  a  performance  of  its  con- 
ditions by  the  trustees,  or  perhaps  an  accepted  promise  of 
performance,  it  was  in  law  only  a  proposition,  revocable  at 
the  pleasure  of  those  who  made  it.  "  Uses  or  trusts,  to  be 
raised  by  any  covenant  or  agreement  of  a  party  in  equity, 
must  be  founded  upon  some  meritorious  or  valuable  consid- 
eration, for  courts  of  equity  will  not  enforce  a  mere 
gratuitous  gift  (donum  gratuitum),  or  a  mere  moral  obliga- 
tion." (2  Story's  Bq.  §  973.) 

The  object  of  the  obligor  in  the  bond,  Lownsdale,  was 
evidently  to  facilitate  and  assist  the  trustees  of  the  sub- 
scribers in  their  enterprise,  and  assist  in  founding  a  school 
on  his  property.  But  he  has  his  own  peculiar  notions  of 
how  this  should  be  done,  and  he  provides  that  these  shall 
be  complied  with,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  making 
the  conveyance.  These  conditions  were  substantially,  that 
the  people  of  Portland  should  elect  trustees,  and  form  a  co'q- 
stitution  for  their  government,  in  the  management  of  this 
property  and  the  conduct  of  the  proposed  institution,  which 
trustees,  with  this  form  of  government,  were  to  be  also  in- 
corporated by  an  act  of  the  legislature'  of  Oregon  territory, 
and  thereby  authorized  to  hold  and  manage  the  proposed 
trust,  subject  to  the  limitations  and  restrictions  in  the  bond 
specified.-.  As  it  appears  that  the  trustees  of  the  subscribers 
went  into  possession  at  once,  and  buUt  the  house  upon  it, 
and  that  on  March  1,  1850,  Lownsdale  still  contemplated 
the  proposition  as  in  force;  by  the  covenant  which  he  took 


FEBEUAEY,  1866.  157 


OuUen  Chapman  v.  School  District  No.  1,  and  others. 

from  Stark  concerning  the  lot,  the  Court  may  be  warranted 
in  presuming,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  in  the  meantime  there 
had  been  an  undertaking  on  the  part  of  the  trustees  to  per- 
form the  conditions  of  the  bond,  and  that  such  undertaking 
was  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  the  agreement  on 
Lownsdaie's  part.  As  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  decision 
in  this  case  should  turn  upon  any  doubtful  question  of  law 
or  fact,  I  will  assume,  that  in  this  way  there  arose  a  suf- 
ficient consideration  to  support  the  bond.  Then  the  ques- 
tion arises,  has  there  been  a  compliance  with  that  under- 
taking, by  a  performance  of  the  conditions  of  the  bond,  by 
either  of  the  defendants  before  this  Court,  so  as  to  entitle 
either  of  them  to  the  trust  proposed  by  the  bond. 

To  begin  with  School  District  No.  1 ;  is  this  the  corpora- 
tion contemplated  in  this  bond  ?  To  this  question  it  seems 
to  me  there  can  be  but  one  answer — that  it  was  not.  It  is 
impossible  to  come  to  any  other  conclusion,  in  the  face  of 
the  express  provisions  in  the  bond,  that  the  trustees  or  cor- 
poration to  be  constituted  for  the  management  of  this  prop- 
erty, were  to  hold  the  same  for  school  or  meeting  house 
purposes, "  exclusive  of  any  restrictions  of  any  school  law."  At 
the  very  date  of  this  bond,  the  first  scihool  law  in  the  terri- 
tory passed,  September  5,  1849,  under  which  School  Dis- 
trict No.  1  was  organized  and  constituted  a  corporation, 
was  in  full  force  and  effect.  _To  exclude  the  operation  of 
this  or  any  other  school  law,  in  the  management  of  this 
proposed  trust,  this  condition  is  inserted  in  the  bond. 
School  District  No.  1  is  a  public  corporation  of  the  State, 
the  creature  of  this  law,  and  can  only  take  and  hold  real 
property  as  a  stfe  for  school  houses,  wherein  a  common 
school  is  to  be  kept  as  provided  by  the  general  law.  The 
trustees  or  corporation  here  intended,  was  simply  a  private 
corporation,  to  hold  and  manage  this  trust,  according  to 
their  own  constitution  of  government,  subject  only  to  re- 
strictions provided  in  the  bond,  and  the  principal  of  these, 
is  that  they  are  not  to  be  subject  to  or  controlled  by  the  pub- 
lic law  governing  public  schools — the  very  life  of  School 
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District  No.  1,  and  its  only  and  exclusive  authority  to  act 
in  any  matter. 

Counsel  for  the  school  district  admits  the  force  of  this 
objection,  but  seeks  to  avoid  it,  by  claiming  that  this  pro- 
vision in  the  bond  is  .void,  as  contrary  to  public  policy  and 
law.  This  claim  cannot  be  supported  by  reason  or  author- 
ity. The  restriction  was  only  to  the  effect  that  this  proposed 
institution  should  be  governed  by  its  own  constitution  or 
act  of  incorporation,  and  not  otherwise,  which  is  the  case 
with  every  private  school  or  college,  in  the  State.  But  if 
this  condition  be  contrary  to  law  or  public  policy,  then  the 
proposed  trust  would  fail,  and  the  property  remain  with  the 
donor  as  though  no  agreement  had  been  made  concerning 
it.  If  the  agreement  was  void  in  this  respect,  it  was  void 
in  toto,  for  this  was  the  first  condition  of  it.  A  deed  which 
purports  to  convey  an  estate  contrary  to  law,  is  void,  and 
nothing  passes  by  it.  So  the  objection  of  the  counsel  goes 
too  far,  because  if  well  taken,  it  would  follow  that  there  is 
no  valid  agreement  to  convey  this  property  to  any  one. 

It  is  also  claimed  by  counsel  for  School  District  No.  1, 
that  the  neglect  of  the  legislature,  to  enact  the  law  con- 
templated by  the  bond,  is  not  to  be  allowed  to  work  a  defeat 
of  the  proposed  trust.  But  this  assumes  that  the  legisla- 
ture were  in  some  way  bound  to  sanction  this  project,  for  a 
particular  school  in  the  town  of  Portland,  which  assumption 
conflicts  with  the  freedom  of  the  legislature.  The  legisla- 
ture was  not  bound  to  create  this  particular  corporation 
described  in  the  bond,  and  if  they  had  done  it,  there  could 
be  no  pretence,  that  another  corporation.  School  District 
No.  1,  was  intended  or  authorized  to  act  as  the  trustee  of 
this  proposed  trust.  The  legislature  may  have  deemed  it 
unwise  or  impolitic  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  this 
peculiar  kind  of  a  school,  with  special  endowments,  in  the 
town  of  Portland,  independent  of  and  in  conflict  with  the 
general  system  of  common  schools,  already  provided  for 
throughout  the  territory  by  the  act  of  September  5,  1849. 

It  seems  to  have  been  the  policy  of  the  legislature,  to  pro- 
vide for  a  uniform  system  of  public  schools,  all  completely 


FEBRUARY,  1866.  159 


CuUen  Chapman  v.  School  District  No.  1,  and  others. 

subject  to  tlie  authority  and  control  of  one  general  public 
law.  This  policy  appears  since  to  have  become  fixed  in  the 
constitution,  which  prohibits  the  assembly  from  passing 
any  special  or  local  law — "providing  for  supporting  com- 
mon schools" — and  also  enjoins  upon  the  assembly  the  duty 
of  providing  ' '  by  law  for  the  establishment  of  a  wniform  and 
general  system  of  common  schools."  (Or.  Code,  107,  117.) 
But  the  legislature  had  the  power  and  the  right  to  judge  in 
the  premises,  and  whether  they  acted  wisely  or  unwisely, 
this  Court  is  not  authorized  to  review  their  action,  or  supply 
the  necessary  legislation,  by  means  of  a  judicial  decree. 
But  the  fact  undoubtedly  is,  that  the  people  of  Portland 
were  offered  this  trust,  upon  the  condition  that  they  would 
select  the  trustees,  and  form  a  constitution  of  government 
for  the  school,  and  procure  the  legislative  sanction  to  the 
same,  by  an  act  creating  these  trustees  a  body  corporate  for 
that  purpose. 

That  the  people  of  Portland,  or  any  one  on  their  behalf, 
ever  undertook  or  attempted  to  accomplish,  or  perform  any 
of  these  conditions,  there  is  not  an  iota  of  evidence,  but  the 
contrary  is  necessarily  inferred  from  all  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances. This  also  involved  the  consent  of  the  sub- 
scribers to  the  building  fund,  or  their  trustees,  who  were  a 
special  association  of  individuals,  and  not  the  people  at 
large  of  Portland.  That  they  never  assented  to  this  trust, 
or  agreed  that  their  organization  and  subscription  should  be 
merged  in  or  transferred  to  this  proposed  corporation  or 
trustees,  is  plainly  deducible  from  the  fact,  that  on  August 
8,  1851,  a  large  number  of  them  signed  a  writing,  authoriz- 
ing one  of  their  trustees,  to  sell  the  building  and  lot,  and 
divide  the  proceeds  among  the  subscribers,  in  proportion  to 
the  amount  paid  by  each. 

Again,  School  District  No.  1  does  not  necessarily  repre- 
sent the  people  of  Portland  in  any  particular.  To-day,  its 
territorial  limits  may  coincide  with  those  of  the  city  of  Port- 
land, and  to-morrow  they  may  include  other  territory,  or 
new  districts  may  be  created  within  these  limits,  leaving 
District  No.  1  to  include  only  a  small  portion  of  the  people 
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of  the  town.  School  District  No.  1  is  a  public  corporation 
subject  to  be  changed,  modified  or  abolished  by  the  legisla- 
ture of  the  State,  without  reference  to  the  conditions  or 
purposes  of  the  trust  specified  in  the  bond  of  Lownsdale 
and  Coffin. 

From  these  premises  and  for  these  reasons  I  conclude, 
that  School  District  No.  1  has  no  interest,  either  legal  or 
equitable,  in  the  lot  in  controversy,  because  it  is  incapable 
of  receiving  or  managing  the  proposed  trust,  nor'in  contem- 
plation of  the  agreement  was  it  ever  intended  that  it  should. 

What  are  the  rights,  if  any,  of  the  city  of  Portland,  by 
virtue  of  this  bond  ?  At  the  outset,  I  admit  that  the  bond 
may  be  construed  without  doing  violence  to  its  terms,  so  as 
to  permit  a  municipal  corporation,  created  and  organized 
for  civil  and  political  purposes — such  as  the  government  of 
the  town  of  Portland,  to  take  and  administer  the  trust 
therein  proposed.  But  I  do  not  think  such  construction 
the  most  reasonable  one,  and  it  appears  altogether  improb- 
able, when  we  take  into  consideration  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances attending  and  immediately  preceding  the  making  of 
the  bond.  But  supposing  all  this  to  be  otherwise,  has  the 
city  of  Portland  ever  been  authorized  to  take  and  administer 
this  trust  as  proposed  in  the  bond?  Certainly  not,  ex- 
pressly. In  all  the  legislation  concerning  the  municipal 
corporation  of  Portland,  from  the  first  to  the  last,  it  cannot 
be  pretended  that  there  is  any  express  language  which 
covers  this  case,  or  even  recognizes  the  existence  of  the  pro- 
posed trust.  Is  such  a  purpose  or  authority  to  tbe  fairly 
implied  from  these  acts,  or  any  of  them  ?  Not  that  I  have 
been  able  to  ascertain.  The  purposes  for  which  land  may 
be  acquired  and  held  by  the  corporation  of  Portland,  are 
expressly  enumerated,  and  they  are  all  in  aid  of  some  muni- 
cipal power  expressly  granted  to  the  city.  The  subjects  of 
education,  secular  or  religious,  public  or  private,  the  ad- 
vancement of  science  or  the  improvement  of  youth  are  not 
even  hinted  at  in  any  of  these  acts,  and  they  contain  no 
general  grant  of  power  from  which  this  particular  power  or 
authority  can  be  implied  or  inferred. 
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It  seems  to  have  been  the  policy  of  the  territory  as  of  the 
State  since,  to  exclude  towns  and  cities,  as  such,  from  the 
control  and  management  of  public  education,  and  reserve 
that  power  to  the  organization  called  the  school  district, 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  legislature.  The  corporation 
of  Portland  is  not  authorized  or  empowered  to  keep  or 
maintain  a  school  of  any  kind,  and  this  trust  is  proposed 
upon  this  condition  expressly.  If  accepted  or  claimed  by 
the  city,  it  must  be  taken  upon  the  terms  and  conditions 
prescribed.  The  bond,  even  if  made  for  a  pecuniary  con- 
sideration, was  a  voluntary  act.  The  obligor  had  a  right  to 
impose  the  conditions  that  he  did.  There  was  no  law  to 
compel  him  to  sell  or  give  his  property  for  the  use  of  a 
.  school.  Whoever  claims  the  benefit  of  this  obligation,  as 
trustee,  must  show  at  least  a  capacity  in  law  to  take  and 
hold  it  upon  the  conditions  which  accompany  it.  The 
property  cannot  be  held  or  claimed  under  the  bond  for  any 
other  purpose  than  that  therein  specified. 

From  these  premises  and  for  these  reasons,  I  concludfe 
that  the  city  of  Portland  has  no  interest,  either  legal  or 
equitable,  in  the  lot  in  controversy,  because  it  is  incapable 
of  receiving  the  proposed  trust,  and  in  contemplation  of  law 
it  was  never  intended  that  it  should. 

What  then  appears  to  be  the  condition  of  the  subject 
matter  of  this  proposed  trust,  considered  with  reference  to 
the  bond,  and  the  facts  which  led  to  and  followed  its  execu- 
tion. The  truth  of  the  matter  seems  to  be  this — sundry 
individuals  in  and  about  Portland,  being  about  to  build  a 
private  school  and  meeting  house,  (for  however  public  in 
poiat  of  fact  the  intended  use  might  be,  yet  in  contemplation 
of  law  it  was  a  private  enterprise,  just  as  an  association  to 
build  and  manage  a  wharf  or  market  house  would  be,)  the 
occupant  of  the  land  claim  gave  the  trustees  of  this  enter- 
prise a  bond  for  a  deed  to  lot  3,  provided  they  would  modify 
their  plan,  and  thereafter  proceed  according  to  the  condi- 
tions prescribed  therein.  The  house  was  soon  built  by  these 
trustees,  and  used  from  time  to  time  for  private  schools, 
religious  meeting  and  public  meetings,  but  no  attention  was 
12 
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paid  to  tlie  eonditions  of  tlie  bond  or  any  steps  taken  by  any 
one  to  procure  the  appointment  of  tlie  trustees  and  the 
creation  of  the  corporation  contemplated.  In  other  words, 
the  project  proved  abortive  and  was  abandoned.  A  portion 
of  the  original  subscribers,  whose  money  built  the  house, 
authorized  its  sale,  and  on  that  authority  one  of  the  original 
trustees  transferred  or  attempted  to  transfer  the  property  to 
some  private  parties.  The  house  being  practically  vacant, 
McEwan  entered  under  this  sale  and  occupied  until  ousted 
by  Stark  in  1859,  who  has  maintained  the  possession  of  it  to 
this  day.  In  the  meantime,  about  1857,  the  city  was  induced 
to  set  up  a  claim  to  it,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  in  some 
way  public  property,  but  never  succeeded  in  obtaining  pos- 
session of  it. 

The  trust  never  took  effect — the  purpose  for  which  the 
bond  was  made  was  never  carried  out — the  conditions  were 
never  complied  with.  Until  this  was  done,  not  even  the 
trustees  of  the  original  subscribers  to  whom  the  bond  was 
made,  could  demand  the  performance  of  its  obligation — the 
execution  of  the  deed.  The  bond  itself  conveyed  no  interest 
in  the  land,  it  was  only  a  promise  to  convey  upon  conditions, 
and  the  title  or  estate  in  the  premises,  if  he  had  any, 
remained  with  the  obligor.  Near  seventeen  years  have 
elapsed  since  the  date  of  the  bond,  and  nothing  has  been 
done  or  attempted  to  be  done,  towards  accepting  or  carry- 
ing on  this  proffered  trust.  It  probably  came  soon  to  be 
regarded  as  a  visionary  matter,  and  was  abandoned  for  the 
public  or  common  school  system  provided  by  law. 

But  admitting  that  one  or  the  other  of  these  corporations 
are  entitled  to  take  the  trust  specified  in  this  bond,  does  the 
right  affect  the  land  as  against  the  owner,  Stark.  The  cov- 
enants between  Stark  and  Lownsdale  in  the  writing  of  March 
1,  1850,  are  not  to  the  obligees  in  the  bond,  and  Stark  is  not 
personally  liable  upon  them  to  either  of  these  defendants, 
even  if  they  were  entitled  to  a  performance  of  the  bond  as 
against  Lownsdale  and  Coffin  or  their  legal  representatives. 
But  independent  of  any  covenant,  if  Stark  had  purchased 
this  land  of  Lownsdale  and  Coffin,  with  notice  of  a  prior 
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contract  to  convey  to  others,  eijuity  -would  compel  him  to 
perform  the  contract  of  the  vendor.  The  original  purchaser 
would  have  a  lien  upon  the  land  for  the  purchase  money  as 
against  the  second  vendee,  Stark,  which  equity  would  er- 
force  by  decreeing  a  conveyance  or  a  sale  of  the  land  to  re- 
imburse the  first  purchaser,  unless  in  the  meantime  other 
controlling  equities  had  intervened.  (Champion  v.  Brown,  6 
Johns.  Ch.  402 ;  2  Story's  Eq.  §§  784,  788.)  But  this  doc- 
trine only  applies  where  there  is  a  privity  of  estate  or  of 
representation.  If  Stark  derived  title  from  the  obligors  in 
the  bond,  then  this  case  would  come  within  the  rule,  unless 
the  long  delay  of  his  co-defendants  to  assert  their  supposed 
rights,  would  induce  a  Court  to  refuse  a  decree  for  a  con- 
veyance. 

But  there  is  no  privity  of  estate  between  Stark,  and 
Lownsdale  and  Coffin.  Lown^dale  and  Coffin,  at  the  time 
they  abandoned  the  possession  of  the  forty  acres  to  Stark, 
were  mere  occupants  of  the  public  land.  They  had  only 
the  naked  possession,  which  terminated  with  their  occupancy 
and  the  commencement  oL  Stark's  possession.  They  had 
no  estate  in  the  land  to  convey  to  Stark,  and  conveyed  none.* 
Stark  took  the  land  as  an  original  settler,  under  the  act  of 
September  27,  1850,  and  derives  his  title  directly  from  the 
United  States,  by  virtue  of  such  settlement.  Therefore,  if 
this  bond  had  been  a  deed  for  lot  3,  and  made  directly  to 
the  defendants  or  either  of  them,  and  there  was  no  question 
as  to  their  capacity  in  law  to  take  such  a  trust,  yet  they 
would  be  without  interest  in  the  premises,  because  Lowns- 
dale and  Coffin  had  none  to  convey.  There  being  no  privity 
of  estate  between  Stark  and  the  grantors  in  such  a  deed, 
the  grantees  therein  could  not  claim  the  land  as  against 
Stark,  or  those  claiming  imder  him.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  defendants  are  not  parties  to  the  covenants  between 
Stark  and  Lownsdale,  and  therefore  he  is  not  personally 
liable  to  them,  or  either  of  them,  on  account  of  them. 

So,  upon  every  aspect  of  the  case,  it  appears  to  me  that 

*  Lownsdale -v.  CHy  of  Portland,  Ante,  39. 
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the  well  settled  rules  of  law  are  against  the  claims  of  the 
defendants,  School  District  No.  1  or  the  city  of  Portland. 
Nor  does  it  seem  to  me  inappropriate,  in  a  suit  of  equity, 
considering  the  allegations  of  the  defendant's  anwers,  for 
the  Court  to  declare,  that  as  against  these  defendants  or 
either  of  them,  who  seek  at  this  late  day,  after  the  property 
has  become  valuable,  to  entitle  themselves  to  the  benefit  of 
this  supposed  trust,  the  right  of  the  defendant  Stark  coin- 
cides with  the  equity  and  justice  of  the  case. 

These  defendants  appear  to  me  to  be  not  only  without  right, 
but  without  merit.  Their  claim  seems  to  be  an  afterthought, 
put  forward  long  after  the  really  meritoriotis  parties,  the  orig- 
inal subscribers,  had  abandoned  the  scheme  as  visionary 
and  impracticable. 

Decree  in  favor  of  the  complainant,  according  to  the 
prayer  of  his  bUl,  quieting  his  title  against  the  claims  of 
the  defendants  or  either  of  them,  and  that  as  against  such 
defendants,  he  be  taken  and  held  to  be  the  owner  ia  fee, 
and  have  the  legal  estate  in  one  undivided  fourth  part  of  the 
lot  in  controversy,  and  for  the  ^osts  and  disbursements,  one 
moiety  thereof  to  be  paid  by  each  of  the  defendants,  before 
the  Court. 

W.  W.  Page,  for  the  complainant. 

Joseph  N.  Dolpli,  for  the  city  of  Portland. 

Lansing  Stout,  for  the  School  District  No.  1. 
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In  a  suit  for  forfeiture  of  a  vessel  under  section  50  of  the  Collection  Act 
(1  Stat.  665),  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or  prove  that  the  goods  unladen 
were  of  foreign  growth  or  manufacture,  but  simply  that  they  were  brougM 
in  such  vessel  from  a  foreign  port  or  place. 

An  allegation  in  a  libel  that  goods  were  unladen  from  a  vessel  within  the 
collection  district  of  Oregon,  is  equivalent  to  an  allegation  that  they  were 
unladen  within  the  United  States — it  being  judicially  known  that  such  dis- 
trict is  a  part  of  the  territory  and  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States. 

In  such  suit,  an  allegation  that  the  goodsfunladen  were  worth  $5,000,  with- 
out saying  at  what  place,  port  or  district,  is  not  sufdoient;  but  it  is  not 
necessary  to  allege  that  the  unlading  was  at  a  port;  any  place  or  district 
within  the  United  States  is  sufficient. 

An  exception,  that  a  libel  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  suit  or  forfeiture  is  too  general;  it  should  state  in  what  particular  the 
facts  are  insufficient. 

Section  50  of  the  act  aforesaid  does  not  apply  to  an  unlading  of  goods 
brought  from  a  foreign  port,  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States,  but 
unladed  before  the  vessel  has  arrive*  at  any  port  or  place  within  a  collec- 
tion district;  such  a  case  falls  within  section  27  of  said  act. 

Deady,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  against  the  steamship 
Active,  to  enforce  an  alleged  forfeiture  thereof  for  a  viola- 
tion of  section  50  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1799  (1  Stat.  665). 
The  libel  was  filed  October  26,  1865,  and  alleges  that  the 
vessel  was  seized  by  the  collector  of  customs  on  that  day  at 
Portland,  for  the  cause  following : 

That  on  or  about  October  1,  aforesaid,  the  Active  cleared 
from  the  foreign  port  of  Victoria  for  the  port  of  Portland,  in 
the  district  of  Oregon,  "and  on  said  voyage  was  laden  with 
and  imported  and  brought  from  the  said  foreign  port  of 
Victoria  into,  the  United  States,  as  part  of  her  cargo," 
goods,  etc.,  of  the  value  at  said  district  of  |5,000;  and  that 
after  the  arrival  of  the  Active  on  said  voyage,  so  laden  as 
aforesaid,  within  the  limits  of  the  collection  district  of  Ore- 
gon, to  wit:  the  Columbia  river,  below  the  port  of  Astoria, 
on  October  3,  aforesaid,  a  part  of  the  cargo  of  said  vessel, 
of  the  value  of  $5,000,  "was  unladen  and  delivered  out  of 
said  steamship  before  she  had  come  to  the  proper  place  to 
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discharge  her  cargo,  or  any  part  thereof,"  or  had  been  au- 
thorized to  unlade  the  same  by  a  permit  from  the  proper 
officer. 

On  December  4,  the  claimant — the  California  Steam  Navi- 
gation Company — filed  exceptions  to  the  libel  for  insuf- 
ficiency, and  upon  the  questions  raised  upon  these,  the  case 
has  been  argued  and  submitted. 

The  exceptions  to  the  libel  are  five  in  number.  All  but 
the  first  one  are  merely  technical,  being  founded  upon  the 
alleged  insufficiency  of  the  language  of  the  libel  to  com- 
pletely and  absolutely  express,  what  is  apparently  thereby 
intended. 

The  second  exception  is  to  the  effect  that  the  libel  does 
not  allege  that  the  goods,  etc.,  "were  brought  from  any 
foreign  port  or  place."  The  language  of  section  50  of  the 
Collection  Act,  is  "  goods,  etc.,  brought  in  any  ship  or  ves- 
sel, from  any  foreign  port  or  place."  The  language  of  the 
libel  is — "  On  said  voyage  was  laden  with  and  imported,  and 
hr ought  from  said  foreign  port  of  Victoria,"  etc.  Omit  the 
words  laden  with  and  imported,  and  this  allegation  of  the 
libel  is  not  only  in  effect  the  same  as  the  language  of  the 
statute,  but  is  actually  identical  with  it.  The  addition  of 
these  words,  does  not  change  the  sense  or  force  of  the 
phrase  or  clause,  lyrought  from  said  foreign  port;  but  only 
strengthens  and  makes  it  more  explicit.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  allege  that  the  goods  are  of  foreign  growth  or  manufac- 
ture, or  that  they  should  be  so  in  fact.  It  is  sufficient  if  it 
appears  that  the  vessel  brought  the  goods  from  a  foreign 
port,  and  even,  whether  she  first  took  them  on  in  such  port, 
is,  I  think,  immaterial.  The  primary  objection  of  this  and 
other  sections  of  the  act,  is  to  prevent  frauds  upon  the  rev- 
enue, rather  than  to  punish  persons  for  committing  them; 
and  to  accomplish  this,  many  acts,  indifferent  in  themselves, 
but  which,  if  permitted,  might  be  made  the  means  of  com- 
mitting, or  facilitate  the  commission  of  such  frauds,  are  pro- 
hibited under  penalties.  A  vessel  arriving  in  the  United 
States  from  a  foreign  port,  may  have  dutiable  goods   on 
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board,  and,  therefore,  she  is  not  allowed  to  unlade  any  part 
of  her  cargo,  without  a  permit  from  the  proper  officer  of  the 
customs.     This  exception  is  disallowed. 

The  third  exception  makes  the  objection,  that  the  libel 
does  not  allege  that  the  "goods,  etc.,  were  unladen  or  deliv- 
ered within  the  United  States."  Admitting  that  the  libel  does 
not  contain  this  specific  allegation,  as  it  properly  should,  it 
contains  its  legal  equivalent.  It  is  alleged  that  the  illegal 
unlading  and  delivery  took  place  "  within  the  limits  of  the 
collection  district  of  Oregon,  on  the  Columbia  river,  below 
the  port  of  Astoria."  Of  whatever  is  established  by  law  the 
Court  takes  judicial  notice,  and  the  sa;me  need  not  be  shown 
by  either  pleading  or  proof.  The  "  collection  district  of 
Oregon"  is  established  by  act  of  Congress,  and  includes  the 
State  of  Oregon,  which  is  a  part  of  the  territory,  and  within 
the  limits  of  the  United  States.  The  allegation  of  the  libel 
is  therefore  equivalent  to  a  specific  averment,  that  the  un- 
lading and  delivery  took  place  within  the  limits  of  the 
United  States.     This  exception  is  disallowed. 

The  fourth  exception  is,  that  the  libel  does  not  allege  that 
the  "goods,  etc.,  were  of  the  value  of  $400  at  the  port  or  dis- 
trict where  landed."  This  exception  is  based  upon  the  pro- 
vision in  section  50,  which  forfeits  the  vessel  in  case  the 
goods  unladen  are  of  the  value  of  1400,  according  to  the 
highest  market  price  of  the  same,  "  at  the  port  or  district 
where  landed." 

The  libel  does  allege,  that  the  goods  brought  from  the 
foreign  port  on  the  voyage  in  question,  were  of  the  value  of 
15,000  "at  the  district  of  Oregon,"  while  the  value  of  the 
goods  illegally  unladen  ia  the  district,  is  alleged  to  be  worth 
$5,000,  but  without  stating  at  what  port,  place  or  district. 
These  allegations  concerning  the  value  of  the  goods  do  not 
directly,  nor  by  necessary  implication,  amount  to  an  aver- 
ment as  to  the  value  of  the  goods  unladen  "at  the  port  or 
district  where  landed."  Admitting  that  the  goods  brought 
from  the  foreign  port  were  of  the  value  alleged,  at  the  district 
of  Oregon,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  goods  unladen  were  of 
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such  value  at  sucli  district,  because  it  is  not  alleged  that  aU 
the  goods  brought  into  the  district  were  unladen  in  it,  nor 
can  it  be  so  presumed.  The  allegation,  then,  as  to  the  value 
of  the  goods  unladen  is  not  helped  by  the  one  as  to  the  goods 
brought,  and  must  stand  by  itseH;  and  standing  alone  it 
states  the  value  generally  and  at  no  particular  place.  It  may 
be  said,  however,  that  this  general  averment  of  value  in- 
cludes the  particular  one,  that  the  goods  unladen  were  of  the 
value  of  1400  at  the  district  of  Oregon,  and  is  therefore  suf- 
ficient to  admit  the  proof  of  the  fact  on  the  trial,  or  support, 
a  decree  of  condemnation  if  uncontroverted  by  the  claimant. 
But  this  conclusion  seems  to  be  open  to  the  objection,  that 
of  two  constructions,  the  least  natural  and  most  favorable 
one  to  the  pleader  is  adopted,  or  that  an  allegation  which 
only  argwmentatively  or  by  inference  states  the  fact  as  to  the 
value  of  the  goods  unladen  at  the  port  or  district  where  un- 
laden, is  held  to  be  equivalent  to  a  direct  and  explicit  aver- 
ment to  that  effect.  With  these  suggestions  this  exception 
is  passed  over. 

The  fifth  exception  is,  that  the  libel  does  not  allege  that 
the  "goods,  etc.,  were  landed  at  a.nj  port  or  district  wiihin 
the  United  States."  That  the  libel  does •  sufficiently  state 
that  the  goods  were  landed  at  a  district  within  the  United 
States,  is  shown  in  the  opinion  on  the  third  exception.  But 
admitting  that  it  appeared  from  the  libel  that  the  Active  ar- 
rived within  the  limits  of  the  United  States,  counsel  for  the 
claimant  maintains  that  the  allegation  concerning  the  unlad- 
ing of  the  goods  does  not  show  a  delivery  in  contemplation 
of  law  from  the  vessel.  The  language  of  the  act  is — "shall 
be  unladen  or  delivered" — and  the  allegation  of  the  libel  is 
equally  explicit  and  comprehensive — "were  unladen  Bind  de- 
livered out  of  said  steamship."  Nothing  plainer  or  more 
certain  than  this  is  necessary.  It  is  true  that,  the  libel  does 
not  allege  that  the  goods  were  unladen  at  any  port  within 
the  United  States  or  elsewhere.  But  it  is  not  necessary 
that  it  should.  It  is  sufficient  if  it  appear  that  the  unlad- 
iug  was  at  any  place  or  district  within  the  United  States. 
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The  first  exception  is  the  mere  general  objection — "  that 
said  libel  does  not  set  forth  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  or  forfeiture." 

As  a  matter  of  form  this  exception  is  not  well  taken.  It 
is  a  general  objection,  like  a  general  demurrer  at  law,  that 
the  facts  stated  in  the  libel  are  not  sufficient  to  cause  a  for- 
feiture. The  libellant  is  not  informed  by  the  exception  in 
what  the  insufficiency  consists — what  fact  is  lacking — and 
must  wait  until  the  hearing,  to  leain  from  the  argument 
what  the  particular  objection  is,  without  any  opportunity  in 
the  meantime  to  confess  it,  if  well  taken,  or  to  meet  it  on 
the  hearing  by  argument  and  authority.  But  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  case,  the  exception  may  be  considered  suffi- 
ciently explicit.  No  objection  has  been  made  to  it  by  the 
libellant.  Besides,  I  remember  that  when  this  cause  was 
before  me  for  some  purpose,  I  intimated  to  counsel  for  the 
claimant  that  this  form  of  exception  would  be  deemed  suffi- 
cient. Upon  this  suggestion,  hurriedly  and  inconsiderately 
made,  the  exception  was  doubtless  drawn.  Since  then  I 
have  examined  the  elementary  books  on  the  subject,  and  I 
find  the  rule  to  be  that  an  exception  must  state  with  reason- 
able certainty,  the  particular  fact,  matter,  thing  or  omission 
relied  on,  as  the  case  may  be.  With  this  rule  reason  and 
convenience  concur. 

Upon  the  argument  of  this  exception,  counsel  for  the 
claimant  made  the  point,  that  the  unlading  described  in  the 
libel  falls  within  section  27  of  the  Collection  Act  (1  Stat. 
648),  and  not  within  section  50  thereof.  Section  27  pro- 
vides for  a  case  where  goods  are  unladen  after  the  vessel 
has  arrived  within  the  limits  of  a  collection  district  of  the 
United  States,  or  within  four  leagues  of  the  coast  thereof, 
and  before  she  shall  come  to  the  proper  place  for  the  dis- 
charge of  her  cargo  or  some  portion  thereof,  and  be  there 
duly  authorized  by  the  proper  officers  of  the  customs  to  un- 
lade the  same.  The  punishment  prescribed  for  a  violation 
of  this  section  is  a  forfeiture  of  the  goods  so  unladen,  and  a 
penalty  of  |1,000  against  the  master  and  the  mate  of  the 
weasel;  but  the  vessel  itself  is  not  forfeited. 
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The  facts  stated  in  the  libel  bring  the  case  exactly  within 
the  terms  of  section  27 ;  and  the  same  may  be  said  as  to 
section  50,  which  provides,  "That  no  goods,  etc.,  brought 
in  any  ship  or  vessel  from  any  foreign  port  or  place,  shall  be 
unladen  or  delivered  from  such  ship  or  vessel,  within  the 
United  States,  but  in  open  day,  *  *  *  except  by  special 
special  license,  *  *  *  *  nor  at  any  time  without  a  per- 
mit *  *  *  for  such  unlading  or  delivery."  The  punish- 
ment prescribed  for  a  violation  of  this  section  includes 
the  forfeiture  of  the  vessel  "when  the  goods  at  the  port  or 
district  where  landed  are  of  the  value  of  1400."  Did  Con- 
gress intend  that  section  50  should  be  cumulative,  or  only 
to  apply  to  the  subject  after  the  vessel  had  arrived  at  a  port? 
Ought  the  two  sections  be  construed  so  that  the  first  one 
should  apply* exclusively  to  all  illegal  unladings  prior  to  the 
vessels  arriving  at  a  port,  and  the  second  one  exclusively 
thereafter.  The  case  turns  upon  the  determination  of  this 
question. 

If  section  50  is  to  have  effect  according  to  the  natural 
meaning  of  its  terms,  then  it  overlaps  section  27,  and  covers 
all  cases  of  illegal  unlading  within  the  United  States,  and 
therefore  the  Active  would  be  subject  to  forfeiture.  But,  if 
this  section  is  to  be  restrained  by  construction,  to  an  un- 
lading which  takes  place  after  a  vessel  arrives  at  some  port, 
upon  the  presumption  that  Congress  did  not  intend  it  to  be 
cumulative  and  thus  impose  additional  and  different  punish- 
ments for  the  same  offence,  then  this  case  comes  within  sec- 
tion 27  alone,  and  the  Active  is  not  subject  to  forfeiture  for 
the  illegal  unlading  complained  of. 

Of  the  authorities  cited  on  the  argument  only  one  is 
directly  in  point,  and  that  is  The  Hunter  (1  Pet.  C.  C.  10.) 
In  that  case  the  libel  alleged  that  the  vessel  "being  bound 
from  a  foreign  port  to  the  United  States,  after  her  arrival 
within  the  limits  of  the  United  States,  and  before  she  had 
come  to  the  proper  place  for  the  discharge  of  her  cargo  or 
any  portion  thereof,  and  before  she  was  authorized  to  do  so 
by  the  proper  officer  of  the  customs,  did  unlade  six  pun- 
cheons of  distilled  spirits,  which  were  landed  at  a  place 
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within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  without  a  permit,"  etc. 
In  the  District  Court,  the  facts  being  found  to  be  as  alleged, 
sentence  of  condemnation  passed  against  the  vessel.  On 
appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court  the  decree  was  reversed,  on  the 
ground  that  the  case  fell  within  section  27,  and  that  while  it 
was  also  within  the  letter  of  section  50,  it  did  not  come 
withia  the  purpose  or  intention  of  such  section. 

Mr.  Justice  Washington  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
and  in  the  course  of  it  he  says  :  "Does  section  50  meet  the 
case  laid  in  the  libel,  or  refer  to  a  vessel  after  her  arrival  at 
her  port  of  discharge  ?  The  words  are  certainly  general  and 
broad  enough,  because  it  is  stated  that  The  Hunter  had 
arrived  within  the  United  States. 

But  ought  not  the  law  to  be  so  restrained  in  its  construc- 
tion as  to  apply  only  to  vessels  in  port?  If  it  be  not 
restrained,  then  there  are  two  sections  of  the  same  law,  on 
the  same  subject,  giving  double  penalties  for  the  same 
offence,  viz:  |1,000  under  section  27,  and  $400  under  sec- 
tion 50.  The  legislature  may  certainly  do  this  if  they  please, 
but  it  is  very  improbable  that  such  should  be  their  inten- 
tion.    The  law  is  then  open  to  construction. 

The  whole  of  this  law  previous  to  section  30,  relates  to 
vessels  before  their  arrival  in  port,  and  it  is  clear  that  sec- 
tion 27  applies  to  them  only  in  that  situation.  Section  30 
considers  them  as  arrived,  and  from  that  to  section  49,  the 
act  regulates  the  conduct  of  the  master,  and  the  officers  of 
the  government,  as  to  the  steps  preliminary  to  the  last  act 
to  be  done,  viz:  the  permit  to  land  the  cargo.  Section  49 
states  that  the  duties  being  paid  or  secured,  the  proper  officer 
is  authorized  to  grant  a  permit  to  land  the  cargo,  which  had 
before  been  reported  or  entered.  Immediately  after,  and  in 
its  proper  place,  follows  section  50,  inflicting  a  penalty  on 
the  master  and  a  forfeiture  of  the  goods  unladed  without 
such  permit  or  special  license. 

Now,  this  permit  cannot  be  granted  unless  a  vessel  has 
arrived  at  her  port,  nor  until  the  previous  steps  required  by 
law  have  been  taken.  *  *  *  Section  50,  then,  which 
constitutes  the  crime  of  landing  without  a  permit,  must  ne- 
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cessarily  be  confined  to  a  landing  after  tlie  vessel  has  reached 
her  port  of  discharge,  because  to  obtain  a  permit  she  must 
be  in  port." 

The  case  of  The  Hunter  is  the  only  direct  adjudication  of 
this  question  that  I  am  aware  of,  and  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  contains  all  that  can  be  urged  in  support  of  the  de- 
fence of  the  claimant  in  this  case. 

Some  expressions  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Story  in 
Thejndustry  (1  Gall.  114),  decided  in  1812— six  years  after 
The  Hunter— axe  in  conflict  with  the  construction  given  to 
seetion  50  in  that  case.  The  case  was  this — The  Industry 
being  bound  from  Havana  to  New  York,  put  in  to  the  port 
of  Edgartown,  in  Martha's  Vineyard,  in  the  district  of  Mass. 
While  lying  there,  goods  exceeding  |400  in  value,  were  un- 
laden in  the  night  from  the  vessel,  without  a  permit,  and 
put  on  board  the  brig  Hannah,  then  lying  at  the  same  port 
and  bound  to  Boston.  The  Industry  was  seized  and  libeled 
as  forfeited  under  section  50.  In  the  District  Court  a  decree 
of  condemnation  passed,  from  which  an  appeal  was  taken  to 
the  Circuit  Court  where  the  sentence  of  condemnation  was 
affirmed. 

The  material  difference  in  the  facts  in  the  case  of  The 
Industry  and  the  one  before  the  Court  is  this :  In  the  latter 
the  illegal  unlading  took  place  after  the  vessel  had  come 
within  the  limits  of  the  United  States,  but  before  she  had 
arrived  at  any  port  therein,  while  in  the  former  such  un- 
lading took  place  after  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  a  port 
within  the  United  States,  although  not  her  port  of  destina- 
tion and  discharge. 

The  question  before  the  Court  was,  should  section  50  be 
so  constirued  as  to  apply  to  an  unlading  at  any  port  within 
the  United  States,  or  only  at  such  port  as  might  appear  to 
be  the  port  of  ultimate  destination  and  discharge.  The 
Court  held  that  the  case  was  within  the  terms  and  purview 
of  section  50 — that  such  section  covered  all  cases  of  illegal 
unlading  at  any  port  within  the  United  States,  whether  such 
port  was  the  port  of  final  destination  and  discharge  or  not. 

On  the  argument,  it  appears  to  have  been  maintained  on 
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behalf  of  The  Industry,  that  the  case  fell  -within  section  27, 
and  therefore  it  ought  not  to  be  held  to  come  within  section 
50,  because  that  would  be  construing  the  act  so  as  to  inflict 
double  and  different  punishments  for  the  same  offence. 

In  noticiug  this  argument,  Mr.  Justice  Story  assumes  for 
the  sake  of  the  argument,  that  his  conclusion  was  equiva- 
lent to  deciding  that  iu  some  cases  at  least,  sections  27  and 
50  were  cumulative — applied  to  the  same  act— but  denies 
that  such  conclusion  ought  not  to  be  maintained  for  that 
reason  alone.  He  says :  "  Nro  is  it  sufficient  to  au- 
thorize a  Court  to  extract  a  case  from  the  express  pro- 
hibitions of  one  section  of  an  act  that  already  the 
same  offence  is  punished  by  a  "different  penalty  in  another 
section.  If  the  wording  of  both  sections  clearly  em- 
brace the  same  case,  which  is  to  be  held  nugatory?  I 
know  of  no  principle  of  law  that  would  enable  me  to  reject 
either.  If,  therefore,  it  should  be  proved  that  section  50 
might  embrace  some  cases  (for  clearly  it  cannot  reach  all), 
within  the  prohibitions  of  section  27,  I  am  not  aware  how  I 
would  get  over  the  express  language.  I  should  be  obliged 
to  hold  the  forfeitures  cumulative  in  such  cases,  unless  the 
legislature  had  enabled  me,  by  direct  or  constructive  excep- 
tions, to  escape  from  such  a  conclusion." 

But  how  far,  if  at  all,  these  sections  are  cumulative,  the 
Court  did  not  expressly  decide.  The  decision  of  the 
case  turned  rather  upon  the  question  whether  the  word  j9or^ 
in  section  50  should  be  construed  to  include  any  port  within 
the  United  States  at  which  an  illegal  unlading  might  take 
take  place,  although  the  same  was  not  the  port  of  final  des- 
tination or  discharge. 

The  Court  in  The  Industry  not  only  maintains  what  the 
Court  in  The  Hunter  admits,  that  the  legislature  may  im- 
pose cumulative  penalties  upon  the  same  act  or  offence,  but 
goes  farther,  and,  as  I  think,  correctly,  and  asserts  that  a 
Court  is  not  authorized  to  presume  that  cumulative  penalties 
were  not  intended  by  the  legislature  against  the  express 
words  of  the  statute  to  that  effect. 
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If,  upon  a  consideration  of  the  act,  it  satisfactorily  appeared 
that  both  these  sections  necessarily  applied  to  an  illegal  un- 
lading within  the  United  States,  before  arriving  at  the  port 
of  discharge  and  obtaining  a  permit,  as  in  this  case,  it  would 
be  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  enforce  the  law  as  it  found  it, 
without  seeking  to  lengthen  or  shorten  it  by  an  arbitrary  con- 
struction, founded  upon  fanciful  conjectures  as  to  what  the 
legislature  may  have  intended,  or  reasons  of  public  policy 
or  ideas  of  abstract  justice. 

As  has  been  shown,  section  50,  by  its  terms,  expressly 
includes  this  case  which  is  also  provided-  for  in  section  27, 
and  the  act  contains  no  "direct  exception,"  limiting  or 
qualifying  the  force  or  effect  of  these  terms. 

In  the  reason  of  the  thing,  is  there  to  be  found  what  in 
the  case  of  Ihe  Industry  the  Court  denominated  a  "con- 
structive exception"  to  the  apparent  intention  of  congress 
to  make  these  sections  cumulative  ? 

The  arguments  drawn  from  matters  extraneous  to  the 
words  of  the  statute,  for  and  against  this  exception — such  as 
public  policy,  the  object  intended  to  be  accomplished,  the 
impropriety  of  double  punishments,  and  the  like,  are  pretty 
evenly  balanced. 

The  object  of  these  and  other  sections  of  the  act  is  to  pre- 
vent frauds  upon  the  revenue.  The  remedy  should  be  broad 
enough  to  meet  all  cases  within  the  mischief  intended  to  be 
guarded  against. 

Now,  it  is  manifest,  that  by  fixing  a  certain  point  in  the 
voyage — as  a,  port — where  the  force  of  section  27  is  to  abso- 
lutely terminate,  and  that  of  50  only  to  begin,  it  will  some- 
times be  so  difficult  to  determine  under  which  of  these  sec- 
tions an  illegal  unlading  should  be  punished,  that  no  pun- 
ishment whatever  would  be  inflicted.  "When  a  vessel  has 
reached  a  port  and  where  she  is  just  without  it,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  is  not  always  susceptible  of  certain  proof.  Astoria 
is  near  twelve  miles  from  the  bar  of  the  Columbia  river,  but 
how  far  the  port  extends  from  the  wharf  or  usual  anchorage 
abreast  of  the  village,  is  uncertain.  Indeed  it  may  be  said 
that  as  section  27  first  applies  to  a  vessel  arriving  within  the 


MAECH,  1866.  175 


the  Active. 


limits  of  tlie  United  States,  it  does  not  cease  to  apply  until 
she  is  not  only  in  fact  in  a  port,  but  also  at  the  proper  place 
for  the  discharge  of  her  cargo,  and  has  a  permit  so  to  do. 
The  language  of  the  section  appears  to  be  to  such  in  effect. 
But  if  section  50  does  not  apply  until  this  point  in  the  pro- 
gress of  the  vessel  is  reached,  then  there  is  nothing  left  for 
it  to  apply  to,  for  there  is  no  prohibition  against  unlading 
after  a  permit  for  that  purpose,  unless  it  be  in  the  night 
season,  for  which  a  special  license  is  necessary. 

If  these  sections  are  to  be  construed  as  not  cumulative, 
which  is  to  be  allowed  to  operate  according  to  the  ordinary 
signification  of  its  terms,  and  which  is  to  be  restrained  or 
shortened  so  as  to  apply  only  to  the  cases  not  covered  by 
the  other? 

The  only  consideration  in  favor  of  giving  to  section  27  the 
unrestrained  operation,  is  the  fact  that  in  the  nature  of 
things  it  first  applies  to  the  subject — ^meeting  the  vessel  as 
it  does  four  leagues  beyond  the  coast.  But  by  its  terms  it 
follows  the  vessel  until  she  has  reached  a  port  of  discharge 
and  obtained  a  permit  to  land  her  cargo.  After  this,  as  has 
been  shown,  there  is  practically  nothing  left  for  section  50 
to  apply  to,  and  unless  section  27  be  restrained  in  some  de- 
gree, the  former  is  construed  out  of  the  statute.  It  follows 
that  section  27  must  be  confined  to  cases  of  illegal  unlading 
occurring  between  the  shore  line  and  a  point  four  leagues  at 
sea,  or  that  these  two  sections  overlap  between  such  line 
and  the  port  of  discharge,  or  that  section  50  does  not  apply 
at  all — ^is  excluded  by  section  27. 

The  matter  standing  thus  I  feel  constrained  to  follow  the 
authority  of  The  Hunter,  which  is  the  only  direct  adjudica- 
tion upon  the  question  within  my  knowledge.  That  case 
was  in  all  respects  parallel  to  this — an  illegal  unlading  within 
the  limits  of  the  United  States,  and  before  arrival  at  any  port 
within  such  limits,  and  the  Court  decided  that  it  fell  within 
the  provisions  of  section  27  and  not  50. 

The  expressions  of  opinion  in  the  later  cases  referred  to 
The  Industry,  (1  Gall.  113);  The  Betsey  (1  Mas.  354);  The 
Harrrwny  (1  Gall.  123),  I  think  are  against  the  soundness  of 
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that  decision.  But  these  cases  were  not  similar  to  this  upon 
the  facts,  and  do  not  expressly  decide  the  question  here  in- 
volved. Such  expressions  must  be  considered  as  only  the 
dicta  of  the  learned  judges,  made  in  the  course  of  argument, 
and  therefore  not  authoritative  and  binding  precedents. 
..  Decree,  that  the  libel  be  dismissed ;  and  an  order  that  a 
certificate  of  reasonable  cause  of  seizure  be  allowed. 

The  facts  being  insufficient  to  cause  a  forfeiture  according 
to  the  decision  of  the  Court  this  order  is  not  granted  on 
account  of  reasonable  cause  in  fact,  but  the  seizure  being 
within  the  letter  of  the  act,  it  is  a  ease  wherein  a  certificate 
ought  to  be  granted  on  account  of  the  doubt  iu  the  law. 
( United  States  v.  Biddle,  5  Cranch,  311 ;  The  Friendship,  1 
Gall.  111.) 

Joseph^  N.  DolpJi,  for  libellant. 

David  Logan,  for  claimant. 
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THE  ELDRIDGE. 

The  Pilot  Act  of  the  territory  of  Washington-January  26,  1863— authorized 
certain  pilots  to  take  charge  of  vessels  bound  in  or  out  of  the  Columbia 
river,  provided  such  pilot  "shall  first  showthe  master  his  -warrant:"  EM, 
that  the  exhibition  of  the  warrant  to  the  master  was  a  necessary  part  of 
the  tender  of  services,  and  unless  the  same  was  expressly  waived,  oranten- 
tionally  prevented  or  avoided  by  the  master,  the  pilot  could  not  recover 
for  such  tender  of  services. 

Deady,  J.  The  libel  in  this,  cause  was  filed  January  11, 
1865,  and  states  that  on  or  abput  August  24,  1865,  the  bark 
Eldridge,  with  Joseph  Williams  as  master,  being  on  a  voy- 
age from  the  Sandwich  Islands  to,  the  port  of  Portland, 
crossed  the  bar  at  the  mouth  of  the  Columbia  river;  that  at 
the  date  aforesaid,  the  libellant  was  a  duly  commissioned  pilot 
of  said  bar,  under  and  virtue  of  an  appointment  of  the  pilot 
commissioners  of  the  territory  of  Washington;  and  at  the 
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time  said  bark  approached  tlie  bar,  that  the  libellant 
then  being  in  the  steamtug  Eaboni,  hailed  the  bark  and 
offered  to  pilot  her  over  the  bar,  but  the  master  refused  to 
recognize  the  libellant  as  a  pilot  or  permit  him  to  pilot  the 
bark  over  the  bar.  On  account  of  this  tender  of  services 
and  refusal,  this  suit  is  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  o9e 
hundred  dollars,  the  amount  of  full  pilotage. 

The  claimant,  John  McCracken,  excepts  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  libel,  because  it  does  not  aver  that  the  libellant  ex- 
hibited his  warrant  to  the  master,  before  offering  to  pilot 
the  bark. 

The  law  under  which  the  libellant  seeks  to  recover,  was 
passed  by  the  legislature  of  the  territory  of  Washington, 
January  26,  1863.  The  provision  upon  which  this  excep- 
tion is  based  in  contained  hx  section  3  of  the  act :  ' '  Every 
such  branch  pilot  is  authorized  and  directed,  by  himself  or 
his  deputy,  to  take  charge  of  any  vessel  requiring  his  ser- 
vices, bound  in  or  out  of  the  Columbia  river,  or  Shoalwater 
bay,  but  shall  first  show  the  master  his  wcurrant."  Section  7 
provides  that  no  vessel  shall  be  compelled  to  take  a  pilot, 
but  vessels  over  one  hundred  tons  burthen  shall  be  liable  to 
pay  half  pilotage,  in  and  out,  to  the  first  pilot  offering  his 
services,  but  if  the  master  requires  the  services  of  a  pilot, 
in  any  case,  the  pilot  shall  take  charge  of  the  vessel,  "  first 
exhibiting  his  authority." 

The  libel  does  not  aver  that  the  libellant  exhibited  his 
"authority — showed  the  master  his  warrant,  at  the  time  of 
hailing  the  bark,  and  tendering  his  services  as  pilot.  The 
allegations  of  the  libel  are  only  to  the  effect  that  at  the  time 
the  libellant  was  duly  authorized  and  qualified  to  take  charge 
of  the  bark  as  pilot,  and  that' the  master  refused  to  recog- 
nize him  as  such  pilot  and  receive  the  tender  of  his  service. 
Counsel  for  the  libellant  cites  Commonwealth  v.  Ricketson  (5 
Met.  426),  in  support  of  the  libel.  In  that  case  the  Court 
held  that  it  was  not  necessary,  in  establishing  the  tender  of 
services  on  the  part  of  the  pilot,  to  even  show  that  he  had 
his  warrant  with  him  at  the  time.  But  the  statute  of  Massa- 
chusetts only  directed  -the  pilot  to  first  show  his  warrant 
13 
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if  required.     The  Pilot  Act  of  Oregon  agrees  with  that  of 
Massachusetts  in  this  respect — the  pilot  not  being  bound  to 
show  his  warrant  unless  required.     But  the  Washington  act 
is  peculiar  in  this  respect,  and  if  construed  literally,  it  might 
often  be  impossible  for  a  pilot  to  mate  sufficient  tender  of 
M!s  services,  if  the  master  of  the  vessel  desired  to  prevent 
him;     It  would  only  be  necessary  to  keep  away  when  hailed, 
so  that  the  pilot  could  not  show  his  warrant,  and  the  tender 
of  service  would  be  insufficient.     This  would  allow  the  mas- 
ter to  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong.     I  think  the  statute 
is  open  to  this  construction  at  least,  that  the  pilot  ought  to 
be  excused  from  actually  exhibiting  his  warrant,  if  he  was 
prevented  from  so  doing  by  the  wrongful  conduct  of  the 
master.     It  is  the  duty  of  a  vessel  when  on  pilot  ground,  to 
so  conduct  herself  as  to  enable  the  pilot  to  make  a'  proper 
tender  of  his  services,  in  the  cases  provided  for  by  statute. 
But  the  statute  cannot  be  construed  out  of  existence,     The 
master  is  not  bound  to  require  the  production  of  the  war- 
rant, and  if  Jie  allows  the  pilot  a  reasonable  opportunity  to 
exhibit  it,  and  the  latter  fails  to  do  so,  I  think  he  must  take 
the  consequences  of  his  neglect  or  omission.     The  duty  of 
demanding  the  production  of  the  warrant  not  being  devolved 
upon  the  master,  his  omission  to  do  so  is  not  a  waiver  on 
his  part  of  anything.     The  tender  of  service  on  the  part  of 
the  pilot,  to  be  sufficient  must  include  the  exhibition  of  his 
warrant,  unless  prevented  from  so  doing  by  the  wrongful 
act  of  the  master.  . 

The  right  of  the  libellant  to  recover  pilotage  in  this  case, 
rests  upon  a  sufficient  tender  of  his  services  as.  pilot  on  the ' 
occasion  in  question.     And,  unless  the  libel  shows  by  direct 
and  plain  averment  that  such  a  tender  was  made,  or  a  valid 
reason  why  it  was  not  made,  it  is  insufficient;  it  does  not 
show  a  right  to  recover.     The  tender  is  in  the  nature  of  a  ^ 
condition  precedent  to  the  right  to  recover,  and  the  libel  * 
must  aver  performance  of  it.     The  libellant  might  have  been 
a  qualified  pilot,  and  hailed  the  bark  as  alleged;  but  it  does 
not  follow  from  this  that  he  showed  his  warrant  to  the  mas- 
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ter,  and  unless  he  did,  these  acts  were  not  sufficient  to  en* 
title  him  to  pilotage.     The  exception  is  sustained. 

Decree,  that'  the  libel  be  dismissed,  and  that  the  claimant 
recover  his  costs  and  disbursements. 


Joseph, N.  Dolph,  for  libellant. 
Arnory  H.  Holbrook,  for  claimant. 


DISTRICT  COURT,  JULY  7,  1866. 
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"Where  an  ocean  steamer  is  making  regular  voyages  to  a  port,  and  for  any 
reason  she  is  unable  to  reach  such  port,  and  the  agent  of  her  owner  chajters 
a  steamboat  to  take  the  passengers  and  freight  down  a  river  to  such  steamer 
and  bring  back  her  cargo,  a  delivery  of  goods  under  such  circumstances  to 
the  steamboat  for  the  purpose  of  being  conveyed  by  such  steamer,  is  a  de- 
livery to  the  latter,  and  she  is  thenceforth  bound  for  their  safe  carriage  and 
timely  delivery. 

Where  a  vessel  is  discharging  and  taking  on  cargo  at  a  wharf,  a  delivery  of 
goods  thereon  by  the  direction  of  the  master,  for  the  purpose  of  carriage 
upon  the  same,  is  a  delivery  to  such  vessel,  and  her  responsibility  for  the 
carriage  and  delivery  thereof  commences  from  that  time.* 

Deady,  J.  The  libel  in  this  suit  was  filed  January  3Q, 
1866,  and  alleges,  that  about  January  28,  1865,  the  libellant, 
M.  Mansfield,  shipped  a  package  containing  furniture  and 
clothing  of  the  value  of  $1,172,  on  the  steamship  Oregon,  at 
the  port  of  Astoria  in  Oregon,  to  be  delivered  at  San  Fran- 
cisco, California,  in  good  condition — -the  perils  of  the  sea 
excepted — and  that  by  the  negligence  and  misconduct  of  the 
master  and  his  servants,  the  package  was  wholly  lost. 

On  April  3,  John  McCraken,  as  agent  for  the  claimant, 
Ben.  HoUaday,  answered  the  libel,  denying  that  the  pack- 
age in  question  was  ever  delivered  to  the  steamship  or  re- 
ceived by  it  or  its  officers;  as  also  the  value  and  quality  of 

*Affirmed  on  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court,  September  13,  1867. — Field,  J. 
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tlie  goods  alleged  ±0  have  been  in  it.  The  answer  also  at- 
tempts to  deny  that  any  contract  was  made  between  the 
libellant  and  the  master  of  the  Oregon  for  the  conveyance 
of  this  package  from  Astoria  to  San  Trancisco. 

But  the  language  of  the  answer  in  this  respect  is  wholly 
irrelevant  to  the  charge  in  the  libel,  and  does  not  controvert 
any -allegation  therein.  It  is  as  follows:  "That  the  said 
steamship  Oregon,  whereof  Francis  Connor  was  master, 
neither  on  January  28,  nor  at  any  other  time,  made  a  con- 
tract with  the  master  of  said  steamship,  whereby  he  agreed 
in  consideration,"  etc.  As  will  be  seen,  this  only  denies  a 
contract  between  the  vessel  and  her  mdster — a  matter  not 
alleged  by  the  libellant,  and  with  which  he  has  no  concern, 
let  the  fact  be  as  it  may. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  suit,  the  answer  must  be  con- 
strued to  admit  the  contract  as  alleged  in  the  libel.     Besides, 
if  it  is  found  that  the  vessel  received  the  package  under  the 
circumstances  stated,  the  law  will  imply  the  contract  to  con-" 
vey  and  deliver  as  alleged. 

The  facts  in  the  case  I  find  to  be  as  follows  : 

I.  That  in  January,  1865,  the  steamship  Oregon  was  en- 
gaged in  carrying  passengers  between  Portland  and  San 
Francisco,  and  in  the  latter  part  of  that  month  was  expected 
to  arrive  at  Portland,  but  ice  being  then  in  the  riyer  it  was 
uncertain  whether  she  would  come, up  or  not,  and  therefore 
McOraken,  the  resident  agent  of  the  vessel,  employed  the 
river  steamboat  Cascades  to  take  the  passengers  and  freight 
then  at  Portland,  by  the  Wallamet  slough  to  the  steamship 
at  St.  Helen,  or  wherever  she  should  be  found  between  there- 
and  Astoria,  and  bring  up  the  Portland  freight  and  passen- 
gers then  on  the  Oregon ;  and  that  there  was  some  doubt 
whether  the  Cascades  would  be  able  to  get  through  to  the 
steamship,  in  which  event  it  was  agreed  between  the  agent 
and  the  shippers  that  the  Cascades  would  return  to  Port- 
land, and  the  latter  must  pay  the  expense  of  the  attempted 
trip,  but  if  she  should  reach  the  Oregon,  then  the  former 
would  pay  the  Cascades  her  bill  for  lighterage  and  charge  it 
over  upon  the  freight. 
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II.  That  the  libellant  was  then  in  San  Francisco,  but  his 
family  were  in  Portland,  where  he  had  lived  for  several 
years,  and  that  such  family  took  passage  on  the  Cascades 
for  the  Oregon,  and  at  the  same  time  B.  L.  Norden,  the 
agent  of  libellant,  shipped  thereon  thirty-one  packages  of 
merchandise  marked  diamond  M,  S.  F.,  for  which  the  purser 
of  the  Cascades  gave  him  a  receipt,  specifying  that  they 
were  "in  good  order"  and  at  "shipper's  risk  and  expense ;" 
and  that  such  packages  contained  household  stuff,  and  were 
shipped  as  freight. 

III.  That  the  Cascades  met  the  steamship  a  short  dis- 
tance below  St.  Helen,  and  the  master  of  the  latter  being 
in  doubt  about  the  ability  of  reaching  St.  Helen  with  his 
vessel,  directed  both  vessels  to  proceed  to  Astoria,'  because 
that  was  the  only  place  below  St.  Helen  at  which  there  was 
a  wharf,  whereon  to  transfer  the  respective  cargoes  of  the 
Cascades  and  Oregon. 

IV.  That  the  wh'arf  at  Astoria  was  in  charge  of  a  third 
party,  and  had  a  small  warehouse  upon  it,  and  the  Cascades^ 
■and  Oregon  ari'ived  there  in  company  on  the  afternoon  of 
•January  26 ;  that  the  former  discharged  her  freight  upon 

the  wharf,  from  whence  it  was  passed  through  the  warehouse 
to  the  steamship  on  the  other  side ;  that  the  steamship  at . 
first  discharged  her  cargo  upon  the  wharf  also,  but  as  soon 
as  the  Cascades  was  discharged  she  laid  alongside  the  Oregon 
and  received  the  freight  of  the  latter  directly  on  her  deck ; 
that  the  transfer  of  cargo'  continued  through  two  nights  and 
until  January  28,  when  the  Cascades  returned  to  Portland 
and  the  steamship  went  to  sea ;  and  that  no  receipt  was  given 
by  the  Oregon  to  the  agent  of  the  libellant  who  accompanied 
his  family  to  Astoria,  nor  to  any  other  of  the  individual 
shippers,  but  one  receipt  was  given  to  the  Cascades  for  the 
whole  number  of  packages  according  to  the  freight  list  of 
the  "latter. 

V.  That  on  February  2,  the  San  Francisco  agent  of  the 
steamship  gave  libellant  a  receipt  for  the  freight  and  light- 
erage of  his  packages,  and  described  them  therein  as  thirty- 
one  in  number;  but  subsequently,  on  March  2,  such  agent 
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endorsed  on  sucli  receipt  the  return  of  14.50  of  such  freight 

to  the  libellant,  because  as  therein  asserted,  one  of  the  pack-       ' 

ages  had  not  been  delivered. 

VI.  That  among  the  thirty-one  packages  shipped  on  the 
Cascade  for  the  Oregon,  and  marked  diamond  M,  was  the 
package  described  in  the  libel,  containing  the  articles  of 
household  furniture  and  wearing  apparel  therein  described; 
that  such  package  was  the  one  not  delivered  to  the  libellant 
by  the  steamship  at  San  Francisco;  and  that  the  contents 
thereof  were  of  the  value  of  11,172.00.. 

In  considering  the  question  of  the  liability  of  the  vessel 
for  the  missing  package,  I  wiU  first  endeavor  to  ascertain 
the  effect  of  the  shipment  on  the  Cascades. 

The  rule  insisted  upon  by  the  claimant  that  the  vessel  is  ■ 
not  liable  until  the  receipt  of  the  goods,  is  of  course  admitted. 
But  cargo  may  be  received  within  the  meaning  of  this  rule 
before  it  is  actually  on  deck. 

"  The  reception  of  the  goods  by  the  master  on  board  the 
ship,  or  at  a  wharf  or  quay  near  the  ship,  for  the  purpose  of 
carriage  therein,  or  by  any  person  authorized  by  the  owner 
or  master  so  to  receive  them,  or  seeming  to  have  this  au- 
thority by  the  action  or  assent  of  the  owner  or  master,  biads 
the  ship  to  the  safe  carriage  and  delivery  of  the  goods."  (1 
Par.  M.  L.  132.)  "  The  manner  of  taking  the  goods  on 
board,  and  the  commencement  of  the  master's  duty  in  this 
respect,  depend  on  the  custom  of  the  particular  place.  More 
or  less  is  done  by  the  wharfingers  or  lightermen  according 
to  the  usage.  If  the  .master  receive  the  goods  at  the  quay 
or  beach,  or  send  his  boat  for  them.,  his  responsibility  com- 
mences with  the  rfeceipt."  (Conk.  Ad.  151.)  Upon  the  facts 
of  this  case,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the  receipt  of  the 
goods  by  the  Cascades  was  the  receipt  of  them  by  the  vessel, 
so  as  to  bind  her  for  their  safe  carriage  and  timely  delivery,  : 
provided  the  Cascades  was  able  to  reach  her.  McCraken  ' 
was  the  agent  of  the  owner,  and  he  chartered  the  Cascades 
as  a  lighter  to  take  the  frieght  to  and  from  the  Oregon.  In 
legal  effect  this  is  the  same  as  the  master's  sending  his  boat 
for  the  goods.     In  this  respect  the  owner  represented  by 
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McCraken  has  as'  much  authority  in  the  premises  as  the 
master. 

That  this  was  the  understanding  of  all  the  parties  ■  at  the 
time,  is  evidenced  by  the  fact,  that  the  vessel  did  not  receipt 
separately  for  the  goods  to  the  individual  shippers,  but  in 
gross  to  the  Cascades,  and  also  by  the  fact  that  the  vessel 
paid  the  Cascades  her  bill  and  charged  it  over  to  the 'ship- 
pers as  lighterage.  The  Cascades  was  treated  by  the  master*^ 
of  the  vessel  as  a  lighter  or  boat  in  his  employ.  From  the 
time  of  the  meeting  below  St.  Helen,  the  master  of  the 
Oregon  controlled  the  movements  of  the  Cascades,  and  in- 
stead of  receiving  the  goods  alongside  in  the  river  as  was 
expected  and  given  out  when  the  latter  left  Portland,  re- 
quired her  to  proceed  in  company  with  the  Oregon  to  Astoria 
for  the  convenience  of  the  wharf.  The  cases  of  The  Ireeman 
(18  How.  182),  and  The  Yankee  Blade  (19  How.  82),  cited 
by  counsel  for  claimant,  are  not  in  point. 

But  admitting  for  the  moment  that  the  delivery  to  the 
Cascades  was  not  a  delivery  to  the  Oregon,  was  the  missing 
package  delivered  from  the  former  to  the  latter,  at  Astoria  ? 

There. can  be  no  doubt  that  the  package  was  delivered  to 
and  r^eceived  on  the  Cascades  at  Portland.  Counsel  for  the 
claimant  admit  this,  but  insist  that  it  was  lost  before  it  came 
to  the  Oregon,  and  that  the  latter  is  not  responsible  for 
such  loss.  .There  is  no  direct  and  explicit  evidence  that  the 
package  was  discharged  upon  the  wharf  at  Astoria,  yet  the 
inference  from  all  the  facts  of  the  case  is  irresistible  that  it 
was.     I  am  morally  certain  of  it. 

Such  a  discharge  was  a  delivery  to  the  vessel.  The  Cas- 
cades, in  any  view  of  the  matter,  was  not  engaged  in  an  in- 
dependent voyage,  but  was  attendant  upon  the  Oregon. 
The  Oregon  was  her  destination  down  stream ;  and  she  went 
to  this  Astoria  wharf  under  the  direction  and  orders  of  the 
master  of  the  vessel,  as  a,  convenient  place  for  the  vessel  to 
receive  this  freight  and  deliver  her  upward-bound  cai-go. 
It  was  not  convenient— perhaps  not  possible — for  the  vessel 
to  receive  this  freight  at  once  upon  her  decks.  She  must 
first  discha/rge  cargo.     Therefore  it  was  delivered  to  her  upon 
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tlie  wharf.  This  was  a  delivery  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  the  vessel  and  in  the  presence  of  its  officers;  not  only 
that,  but  at  the  place  appointed  by  the  master  to  receive  the 
goods.    . 

In  addition  to  this,  Hoyt,  the  purser  of  the  Cascades,  tes- 
.  tifies  positively  that  the  vessel  receipted  for  the  whole  cargo 
of  the  forpier,  package  by  package,  and  that  such  receipt 
^  corresponded  with  the  freight  list  of  the  Cascades,  from 
which  the  receipt  given  the  libellant's  agent,  was  prepared. 
This  fact  itself  is  primary  evidence  of  a  delivery  to  the  Ore- 
gon. The  whole  includes  all  its  parts,  and  a  receipt  of  the 
whole  of  the  cargo  of  the  Cascades,  includes  the  package  in 
question,  which  is  shown  to  have  been  upon  her  freight  list, 
and  delivered  to  her  at  Portland.  True,  this  receipt  may 
be  incorrect  in  this  respect,  but  the  presumption  is  other- 
wise, and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  claimant  to 
show  wherein  it  is  false,  if  at  all.  The  only  evidence  opposed 
to  this  is  the  testimony  of  two  or  three  officers  of  the  vessel^ 
who,  on  being  interrogated  upon  the  subject  at  this  late  day^ 
answer  that  ihey  do  not  noiu  remember  to  have  seen  such  a 
package  put  on  board  the  Oregon.  Mere  negative  testimony 
like  this,  is  of  little  or  no  weight  against  well  established 
facts  or  reasonable  deductions  therefrom.  Besides  the  right 
of  the  libeUant  to  recover,  does  not  depend  upon  the  fact  of 
whether  the  package  was  actually  put  on  board  the  vessel  or 
not.  From  the  time  of  its  delivery  upon  the  wharf  at  Asto- 
ria, it  was  delivered  to  the  vessel.  If,  thereafter,  it  was  left 
upon  the  wharf,  or  stolen  therefrom,  or  dropped  in  the  river 
while  the  freight  was  being  handled,  during  the  night,  as  i^ 
quite  likely,  the  vessel  would  be  liable  to  the  libellant  for 
the  loss. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  value  of  this  package,  the  libel- 
lant and  his  wife,  are  the  only  witnesses  who  have  any  direct 
knowledge.  The  goods  contained  in  it,  are  alleged  to  have 
been  of  a  fine  quality  and  superior  workmanship,  such  as 
are  commonly  used  and  worn  by  people  of  refined  taste,  and 
comparative  wealth.  It,  appears  that  some  eight  years 
ago  the  libellant  lived  in  New  York,  and  was  in  good  cir- 
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cumstances.  His  subsequent  failure  would  not  affect  the 
quality  or  qiiantity  of  his  wife's  clothing,  owned  by  her  be- 
fore that  time,  but  might  induce  her  to  preserve  it  with 
extraordinary  care — at  least  such  valuable  articles  as  figured 
silk  dresses,  a  velvet  cloak  and  fine  shawl.  One  of  the 
claimant's  witnesses  testifies,  that  the  wife  of  the  libellant 
dealt  with  him  some  years  in  Portland,  for  dress  and  house- 
hold goods,  and  that  she  always  purchased  the  best  article 
in  the  market. 

Nor  do  I  think  that  damages  for  the  loss  of  costly  wearing 
apparel,  are  to  be  measured  by  what  such  articles  might 
bring  at  auction,  .as  mere  second-hand  clothing.  What 
they  were  worth  to  the  libellant  and  his  family,  and  what  it 
would  cost  to  replace  them,  ought  also  to  be  considered. 
It  must  also  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  claimant  has  the 
legal  right  to  satisfy  any  decree  which  the  libellant  may  ob- 
tain for  the  non-delivery  of  this  package  in  legal  tender 
notes,  and  that  as  he  seriously  contests  this  claim,  he  will 
most  probably  satisfy  such  decree  in  that  kind  of  lawful 
money  which  has  the  least  commercial  value.  The  libellant 
is  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of  the  goods,  as  set  forth-  in 
his  libel,  with  interest,  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  centum  on  that 
amount,  from. the  time  of  the  non-delivery. 

Decree,  that  the  libellant  recover  $1,342. 62J,  with  costs 
and  disbursements  of  suit. 


Lansing  Stout,  for  libellant. 

• 

William  W.  Page,  for  claimant. 
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THE  UNITED  STATES  v.  SOLOMON  DODGE. 

A  sale  of  spirituous  liquors,  without  a  license  therefor  first  obtained,  is  a 
■ritolation  of  section  73  of  the  act  of  June  30,  1864  (13  Stat.  249-) ,  although 
the  party  making  such  sale  intended  at  the  time  to  give  the  proceeds 
thereof  to  the  sanitary  commission  or  other  charitable  use. 

Reputation  is  competent  proof  of  the^name  of  a  person,  place  or  house;  and, 
therefore,  upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  one  Dodge  for  selhng 
liquor  without  license,  the  government  ^yas  allowed  to  prove  that  the  house 
where  the  witness  bought  the  liquor  was  called  Dodge's,  and  that  the  name 
of  the  man  who  kept  it  was  called  Dodge. 

Power  and  duty  of  a  jury  in  judging  of  the  credibility  of  witnesses,  and  the 
value  or  effect  of  evidence. 

TMs  was  an  indictment  found  under  section  73  of  the  act 
of  June  30,  1864  (13  Stat.  249),  commonly  called  the  In- 
ternal Eevenue  Act.  It  charged  the  defendant  with  selliag 
liquor  at  retail  without  a  license  therefor,  between  July  12 
and  September  15,  1845,  at  Yaquinna  bay,  in  the  district 
of  Oregon.  The  plea  was  "not  guilty."  On  the  trial,  it 
was  admitted  that  between  the  dates  aforesaid,  or  since,  the 
defendant  was  .not  licensed  to  retail  liquor.  From  the 
eridence  it  appeared  that  he  was  the  proprietor  and  occu- 
pant of  a  house  in  the  village  of  Oysterville,  on  the  waters 
of  Yaquinna  bay,  where  he  was  in  the  habit  of  entertaining 
travelers  with  board  and  lodging;  that  he  kept  spirituous 
liquors  in  his  house  and  furnished  them  to  his  guests  and 
others,  by  the  drink  or  bottle,  without  any  direct  charge  there- 
for, but  that  such  guests  and  others  at  the  suggestion* of  the 
defendant,  deposited  the  value  of  such  liquor  in  money  in  a 
box  kept  on  the  mantelpiece  with  a  hole  cut  in  the  lid  of  it, 
and  called  by  the  defendant  "  the  sanitary  box."  There  was 
no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  moneys  so  deposited 
were  ever  in  fact  applied  by  the,  defendant  to  any  use  other 
than  his  own.     The  Court  charged  the  jury  as  follows: 

Deady,  J.  Gentlemen  of  the  jury :  The  Internal  Eevenue 
Act  of  June  30,  1864,  provides:  Section  71.  "  That  ho  per- 
son, firm,  company  or  corporation,  shall  be  engaged  in,  pros- 
eiyute  or  cdrry  on  any  trade,  business  or  profession.hereinafter 
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mentioned  or  described,  until  lie  or  they  shall  have  obtained 
a  license  therefor  in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided." 

Section  72  prescribes  the  mode  of  obtaining  such  license, 
and  devolves  upon  the  person  requiring  it  the  duty  of  apply- 
ing therefor,  and  furnishing  the  proper  officer  the  necessary 
information  to  enable  him  to  issue  the  same,  and  also  to 
pay  the  tax  thereon. 

Section  73.  "  That  if  any  person  or  persons  shall  exercise 
or  carry  on  any  trade,  business,  or  profession,  or  do  any  act 
hereinafter  mentioned,  for  the  exercising, .  carrying  on,  or 
doing  of  which  trade,  business  or  profession,  a  license  is 
required  by  this  act,  without  taking  out  such  license,  as  in 
that  behalf  required,  he,  she,  or  they  shall,  for  every  such 
offence,  besides  being  liable  for  the  payment  of  the  tax,  be 
subject  to  imprisonment  for  a  term  not  exceeding  two  years, 
or  a  fine  npt  exceeding  five  hundred  dollars,  or  both." 

Section  73  defines  the  crime  with  which  the  defendant  is 
accused,  and  prescribes  the  punishihent  therefor.  It  con- 
sists in  the  exercising  or  carrying  on  the'  business  of  a  retail 
liquor  dealer.  Section  79  of  the  act,  subdivision  5,  defines 
the  business  of  a  retail  liquor  dealer,  as  follows:  "Every 
person  who  sJiall  sell^  or  offer  for  sale  foreign  or  domestic 
spirits  *  *  *  in  quantities  of  three  gallons  or 
less,  ¥r  *  *  shall  be  regarded  as  a  retail  de'aler 
in  liquors  under  this  act." 

If  the  evidence  satisfies  you  that  the  defendant,  between 
the  dates  charged  in  the  indictment,  was  engaged  in  the 
business  of  retailing  liquor,  within  the  terms  of  this  defini- 
tion, you  should  find  him  guilty,  otherwise  not.  Proof  of  a 
single  act  of  selling  or  offering  for  sale,  is  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute the  crime,  and  warrant  a  conviction. 

The  object  of  Section  73,  is  to  punish,  persons  who  do  or 
attempt  to  defraud  the  revenue  of  the  United  States  in  this 
particular,  and  unless  it  is  honestly  and  impartially  enforced 
by  courts  and  juries,  the  government  is  cheated,  and  gross 
injustice  is  done  to  all  honest  people,  who  pay  their  taxes 
fairly  and  promptly. 

Proof  that  the  defendant  was  engaged  in  the  business  of  a 
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retail  liquor  dealer,  may  arise  from  circumstances,  other 
than  a  particular  instance,  of  selling  or  offering-  to  sell.  A 
person  is  engaged  in  a  business  within  the  meaning  of  the 
a,ct,  when  he  has  the  means  to  do  so  at  his  command,  and 
holds  himself  out  to  the  world,  or  the  public  in  that  capacity, 
or  is  ready  or  offers  to  do  a  particular  act,  constituting  such 
business.  If  he  should  not  succeed  in  securing  custom  or 
making  sales,  this  fact  is  not  an  excuse  for  having  engaged 
in  the  business  without  a  license.  The  license  must  be  first 
obtained,  and  then,  and  not  before,  the  party  is  at  liberty  to 
sell  or  offer  for  sale,  liquor  in  less  quantities  than  three 
gallons.  The  liquor  may  be  offered  for  sale  without  a 
special  or  personal  solicitation  of  any  particular  person  to 
become  a  purchaser.  It  may  be  done  by  general  advertise- 
ments in  the  press,  or  by  the  exhibition  of  signs  or  symbols 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  place  of  the  alleged  business,  or  by 
having  the  article  on  sale,  with  intent  to  dispose  of  it  to  any 
one  offering  to  purchase. 

Counsel  for  the  defendant  ask  the  Court  to  instruct  you, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  that  if  the  money  recovered  by  the  de- 
fendant for  liquor,  was  honestly  intended  by  him  for  the  use 
of  the  Sanitary  Commission,  that  he  cannot  be  convicted. 

I  hardly  suppose  counsel  is  in  earnest  in  making  this 
pro'position.  But  be  that  as  it  may,  I  decline  to  give  the 
instruction.  The  delivery  or  furnishing  of  liquor  by  the 
defendant  to  any  one  with  the  intent  on  his  part  to  obtain 
and  receive  a  compensation  therefor,  directly  or  indirectly, 
constitutes  a  violation  of  section  73  of  the  act;  and  any 
ulterior  purpose,  whether  real  or  pretended,  to  bestow  the 
money  or  compensation  so  obtained  upon  any  person  or  ob- 
ject of  charity,  or  otherwise,  does  not  affect  the  character 
of  the  transaction  or  purge  the  defendant  of  the  guilt  in- 
curred by  such  unlicensed  traf&c.  As  well  argue  that  it  is 
justifiable  to  cheat  or  steal  generally  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Sanitary  Commission.  The  old  maxim  applies — "Be  just 
before  you  are  generous."  However,  upon  the  facts  known 
to  the  Court,  this  "Sanitary-box"  appears  to  be  a-  mere 
dishonest  device  to  avoid  the  payment  of  the  tax,  and  not  a 
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very  ingenious  one.  It  is  a  matter  of  history  that  the  Con- 
federate army  under  Lee  surrendered  to  Grant  on  April  9, 
1865.  Practically,  the  civil  war  then  terminated,  and  with 
it  the  collections  for  the  Sanitary  Commission.  Such  being 
the  case,  judge  you  if  it  is  not  absurd  now  to  claim  that  the 
defendant  was  retailing  liquor  at  the  remote  and  insignificant 
village  of  Oysterville,  on  the  coast  of  Oregon,  without  a  • 
license,  in  the  month  of  September,  1865,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  sick  and  wounded  of  the  army  of  the  Republic. 

Besides,  before  the  defendant  is  excused  upon  this  ground, 
in  common  honesty,  he  ought  to  show  that  he  has  paid  over 
the  money  made  or  received  to  the  commission.  Nothing; 
of  the  kind  has  been  attempted,  and  you  are  therefore  war- 
ranted in  concluding  that  this  defence  is  untrue  in  fact  as 
well  as  insufficient  in  law. 

A  witness  has  been  allowed  to  testify  before  you  that  the 
house  in  Oysterville,  where  he  obtained  liquor,  was  on  one 
occasion  "called  Dodge's."  Counsel  for  the  defendant  ob- 
jected to  the  introduction  of  this  evidence  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  hearsay.  Not  satisfied  with  the  ruling  of  the 
Court,  counsel  appeals  to  you  in  somewhat  extravagant 
terms,  to  disregard  it  as  imcompetent.  ■  I  suppose  you  are  . 
aware,  if  counsel  is  not,  that  it  is  th#  province  of  the  Court 
to  decide  what' evidence  is  competent  and  relevant,  and  not 
that  of  the  jury.  In  the  heat  of  argument  and  from  a  desire 
of  victory,  counsel  sometimes  make  extravagant  assertions 
before  juries,  for  which  they  are  hardly  accountable,  and 
"to  which  you  should  give  no  heed. 

The  testimony  of  the  witness  has  been  allowed  by  the 
Court  to  be  offered  to  you  as  competent,  and  it  is  your  duty 
so  to  receive  and  consider  it  as  such.  The  house  "was 
called  Dodge's,"  and  the  man  who  dealt  out  the  liquor  "was 
called  Dodge" — in  other  words,  the  Aowse,  and  the  man  who 
kept  it,  had  the  reputation  in  that  vicinity  of  being  named 
Dodge.  Reputation  or  hearsay  is  competent  proof  of  the 
name  bf  a  person,  place  or  house.  But  the  effect  or  value 
of  this  evidence  upon  the  point  in  controversy — whether  the 
witness  got  his  liquor  from  the  defendant  or  at  a  place  un- 
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der  his  control — is  for  you  to  determine.  And  so  it  is  with 
all  the  evidence  in  the  case.  The  degree  of  credit  to  be 
given  to  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  inferences, 
if  any,  to  be  made  from  the  facts  proven,  are  matters  within 
yonr  province  to  determine.  Yet  your  power  in  this  fespfect 
"is  not  arbitrary,  but  must  be  exercised  with  legal  discretion 
and  in  subordination  to  the  rules  of  evidence.  Tour  oath  to 
decide  according  to  the  law  and  evidence  given  you  in  Court, 
obliges  you  to  do  this.  And  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to 
make  such  suggestions  to  you  in  this  respect  as  it  conceives 
proper  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

It  is  not  contended  that  any  of  the  witnesses  have  delib- 
erately stated  what  is  untrue.  The  presumption  of  law  is 
that  a  witness  testifies  truly,  and  you  are  to  act  upon  this 
presumption  until  it  is  overcome  by  the  evidence  or  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  The  witnesses,  so  far  as  appears,  are 
persons  without  any  grudge  against  the  defendant,  and 
having  no  special  or  personal  interest  in  his  conviction.  From 
the  fact  that  it  appears  they  obtained  Liquor  at  his  house  for 
their  own  convenience,  they  may  be  reluctant  to  testify 
against  the  defendant,  and  thus  be  the  means  of  his  being 
punished. for  that  act.  Such  feelings  are  natural,  and  hav^ 
their  foundation  in  a  generous  sentiment,  but  you  should 
bear  in  mind  that  they  may  lead  a  witness  to|  unconsciously 
or  otherwise,  state  the  facts  concerning  which  he  is  interro- 
gated as  favorably  for  the  defendant  as  he  can,  without 
telling  a  deliberate  falsehood.  As  in  this  case,  a  witness 
upon  his  examination  in  chief,  may  state  a  fact  agaiast  the 
defendant  positively,  and  upon  cross-examination,  at  the 
suggestion  of  counsel  for  defence  be  very  ready  to  east 
doubt  upon  such  statement,  by  admitting  the  possibility  of 
his  being  mistaken  in  regard  to  some  important  circum- 
stance connected  therewith.  Considering  the  relation  which 
the  witnesses  called  by  the  government  appear  to  sustain 
to  the  defendant,  it  is  fair  to  infer  that  their  testimony  is  as 
favorable  to  him  as  their  consciences  would  permit.  *  Sub- 
ject to  these  suggestions  and  your  oaths,  you  are  to  judge 
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of  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses  and  the  value  of  their 
evidence,  and  find  accordingly'. 

The  law  presumes  that  the  defendant  is  innocent  of  the 
crime  charged  against  him.  The  burden  of  proof  is  upon 
the  government  to  overcome  that  presumption,  and  prove 
the  charge  as  laid  in  the  indictment  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt.  A  reasonable  doubt  is  not  a  mere  caprice,  whim  or 
possibility,  but  a  doubt  arising  from  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  and  founded  upon  a  substantial  reason.  It  is  not  re- 
quired that  the  proof  should  amount  to  absolute  certainty. 
Moral  certainty  is  sufficient  to  authorize  a  verdict  of  guilty, 
and  you  are  not  to  acquit  the  defendant  because  by  some 
possibility  or  other  he  may  not  be  guilty.  If,  upon  a  care- 
ful consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  you 
are  satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  de- 
fendant is  guilty  as  charged  in  the  indictment,  you  should 
say  so  by  your  verdict,  otherwise  not. 

The  jury  found  the  defendant  guilty  as  charged  in  the 
indictment. 

Judgment  that  the  defendant  pay  a  fine  of  |50,  and  the 
costs  of  the  action,  taxed  at  $76.26,  and  that  in  default 
thereof  he  be  committed  to  the  county  jail  at  Multnomah 
county  until  the  same  was  discharged,  at  the  rate  of  one 
day  for  every  $2  of  such  fine  and  costs. 


Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  the  plaintiff. 
William  M.  Strong,  for  the  defendant. 
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THE  PACIFIC. 

The  Act  of  March  3,  1883,  section  11  (12  Stat.  741),  does  not  give  District 
Attorneys  a  per  centum  on  the  amount  of  a  judgment  or  decree  obtained  by 
them  in  favor  of  the  United  States,  but  only  upon  the  sum  actually  collected 
or  realized  thereon. 

The  words  "collected"  and  "realized,"  as  used  in  said  section,  are  sub- 
stantially synonymous;  and  money  is  not  "  realized  "  by  the  United  States 
•within  the  meaning  of  the  same,  until  it  has  received  the  same  or  the  benefit 
of  it. 

Amount  allowed  District  Attorney  for  attending  an  examination  to  procure 
remission  of  a  forfeiture  under  section  50  of  the  Collection  Act  of  March 
2,  1799  (1  Stat.  665). 

Deady,  J.  The  steamship  Pacific  was  seized  and. libelled 
in  this  Court  for  a  violation  of  section  50  of  the  Collection 
Act  of  March  2,  1799  (1  Stat.  665).  The  claimant— The 
California  Steam  Navigation  Co. — appeared  and  obtained 
the  delivery  of  the  vessel  upon  giving  bond  for  its  appraised 
value,  $225,000.  Upon  the  return  day— March  15,  1865— 
the  claimant  having  failed  to  answer  the  libel,  this  Court 
pronounced  in  favor  of  the  forfeiture  of  the  vessel,  and  gave 
a  decree  against  the  sureties  in  the  claimant's  bond  for  the 
appraised  value  thereof ;  and  because  it  appeared  that  the 
claimant  had  instituted  proceedings  to  procure  the  remission 
of  the  forfeitiire,  it  was  then  ordered  that  the  enforcement 
of  such  decree  be  stayed  until  the  further  order  of  the 
Court. 

Now  at  this  day,  counsel  for  claimant  moves  to  discharge 
such  decree  against  the  sureties,  and  in  support  thereof,  pro- 
duces and  reads  to  the  Court  a  warrant  of  remission  from 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  upon  the  conditions,  among 
others,*  that  the  claimant  pay  all  costs  of  Court  in  aU  pro- 
ceedings touching  said  forfeiture,  and  such  a  per  diem  fee 
to  the  United  States  District  Attorney  for  his  actual  attend- 
ance at  the  summary  examination  as  this  Court  may  direct. 

The  question  is  made  on  the  argument — what  is  included 
in  the  phrase,   "all  the  costs  of  the  Court?"     The  District 
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Attorney  maintains  that  the  case  falls  within  the  provision 
of  section  11  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1863  (12  Stat.  741), 
which  provides:  "That  there  shall  be  taxed  and  paid  to  dis- 
trict attorneys  two  per  centum  upon  all  moneys  collected  or 
realized  in  any  suit  or  proceeding  arising  under  the  revenue 
laws,  conducted  by  them,  in  which  the  United  States  is  a 
party;"  and  that  such  per  centum  shall  be  in  lieu  of  all  fees 
and  costs  allowed  by  the  act  regulating  fees  of  February  26, 
1853  (10  Stat.  161).  Under  the  latter  act  the  compensa- 
tion of  the  District  Attorney  would  be  a  docket  fee  of  $40, 
while  under  the  former  it  would  amount  to  $4,500.  The 
difference  is  a  material  one  to  both  the  attorney  and  the 
claimant. 

The  argument  of  the  District  Attorney  assumes  that  the 
sum  for  which  the  decree  was  given  was  realized  by  the 
United  States,  because  it  was  adjudged  that  they  should  re- 
cover it,  and  that  it  might  have  been  actually  collected  at  any 
time  since,  but  for  the  order  of  this  Court,  made  in  the  in- 
terest and  at  the  instance  of  the  claimant,  staying  the  execu- 
tion of  the  decree.  It  is  also  maintained  that  the  attorney 
had  earned  this  per  centum  when  he  had  obtained  the  de- 
cree, and  that  the  granting  of  the  supersedeas  during  the 
time  taken  by  claimant  to  procurfe  a  remission  of  the  for- 
feiture ought  not  to  be,  allowed  to  work  to  his  prejudice. 

However  just  the  claim  of  the  District  Attorney,  I  cannot 
assent  to  his  construction  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1868. 

This  two  per  centum  is  only  to  be  paid  on  "moneys  col- 
lected or  realized."  Now,  it  is  not  pretended  that  this  sum 
was  ever  "collected."  But  the  term^  "collected"  and 
"realized"  are  used  here  as  substantially  synonymous. 
That  which  is  realized  by  the  United  States  is  collected  by  it, 
and  contrariwise.  That  which  is  realized  is  made  certain, 
but  it  cannot  be  said  that  this  money  was  certainly  possessed 
or  obtained  by  the  United  States  before  it  was  collected  and 
while  it  rested  in  decree. 

The  object  of  the  act  is  manifest.  By  offering  this  per 
centum  to  district  attorneys,  it  is  intended  to  stimulate  them 
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to  make  the  money  on  judgments  and  decrees  in  favor  of 
the  United  States.  Prior  thereto  such  attorneys  were  only 
paid  for  bringing  an  action  or  suit  for  the  United  States 
and  pursuing  it  to  judgment  or  decree.  No  specific  com- 
pensation was  allowed  for  attending  to  the  matter  of  enforc- 
ing such  judgment  or  decree,  and  the  result  often  was,  what 
might  reasonably  have  been  predicted — the  United  States 
was  "beaten  on  the  execution."  This  per  centum  is  to  be 
paid  upon  the  moneys  realized  by  the  United  States  through 
the  professional  exertion  and  services  of  its  attorney.  But 
if  for  any  reason  no  money  is  realized,  then  there  is  no  fund 
upon  which  to  compute  it.  It  is  in  the  nature  of  a  fee 
contingent  upon  the  collection  of  the  money,  and  if  the  con- 
tingency does  not  happen,  the  right  to  the  per  centum  never 
attaches,  and  the  attorney's  compensation  is  limited  to  the 
docket  fee  allowed  by  the  act  of  1853  for  prosecuting  the 
proceeding  to  judgment  or  decree. 

In  my  judgment  the  District  Attorney  is  not  entitled  to  tax 
this  per  centum  against  the  United  States  in  lieu  of  costs. 
If  this  conclusion  be  correct,  it  follows  that  the  payment  of 
such  per  centum  cannot  be  exacted  from  the  claimant  under 
this  warrant  as  a  condition  of  the  remission,  because  the 
phrase  therein — "all  costs  of  Court"  only  includes  such 
costs  as  the  United  States  are  liable  for.  The  costs  made 
by  the  claimant  are  paid  by  it  in  any  event. 

True,  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  secretary,  to  impose  upon 
the  claimant  more  favorable  terms  for  the  District  Attorney, 
but  he  has  not  seen  proper  to  do  so,  and  this  Court  has  no 
power  to  revise  his  action  in  this  respect. 

I  next  consider  the  fee  to  be  allowed  the  District  Attor-. 
ney  for  his  services  in  connection  with  the  proceedings  to 
obtain  a  remission  of  the  forfeiture.  The  extent  and  nature 
of  these  services,  are  within  my  personal  knowledge.  The 
cause  was  an  important  one  to  the  government  and  the 
claimant.  The  amount  involved  was  large,  and  the  labor 
and  responsibility  devolved  upon  the  District  Attorney,  by 
reason  of  the  power  and  influence  of  the  claimant,  was  ardu- 
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ous  and  extraordinary.  Tlie  claimant  has  had  the  influence 
to  procure  a  remission  of  a  forfeiture  produced  by  a  willful, 
ii  not  a  corrupt  violation  of  law  by  its  agents — the  master 
and  mate  6f  the  Pacific — upon  the  single  ground  that  it — a 
corporation  without  body  or  soul— was  not  expressly  con- 
senting to  such  yiolation,  and  without  other  terms  than  the 
payment  of  this  fee  to  the  attorney — such  a  per  diem  fee 
as  the  Court  may  direct.  Counsel  for  the  claimant  suggest 
that  the  per  diem  of  district  attorneys  is  fixed  by  the  act  of 
1853,  and  that  if  this  Court  is  not  bound  by  that  act  in  this 
instance,  it  ought  to  take  it  as  a  guide  in  fixing  the  amount 
to  be  allowed.  But  the  warrant  remits  the  amount  of  the 
per  diem  to  the  judgment  of  this  Court.  Now  the  per  diem 
allowed  by  the  act  of  1853,  is  in  addition  to  the  fees  earned 
by  the  attorney,  during  the  progress  of  the  same,  while  in 
this  case  the  per  diem  to  be  allowed  by  the  Court  is  the 
whole  compensation  of  the  District  Attorney  for  the  labor 
performed  in  the  proceeding  to  obtain  a  remission.  For 
prosecuting  the  suit  for  forfeiture  to  a  decree,«he  ig  allowed 
the  paltry  fee  of  $40  in  currency^  and  that  is  all  the  com- 
pensation he  obtains  ia  this  whole  matter,  aside  from  that 
which  the  Court  is  about  to  allow  him. 

Of  course  the  Court  ought  not  to  exercise  this  power,  so 
as  in  effect  to  forfeit  the  vessel,  or  any  very  considerable 
portion  of  its  value  to  the  District  Attorney,  and  thereby 
nullify  the  action  of  the  Secretary  in  making  the  remission. 
But  at  the  same  time,  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  con- 
sidered, I  prefer  within  reasonable  limits,,  to  err  in  favor  of 
the  District  Attorney,  rather  than  the  claimant,  and  there- 
fore, fix  his  per  diem  allowance  at  the  sum  of  $200. 

Order,  that  the  claimant  pay  the  costs  of  Court,  and  pay 
the  District  Attorney  the  sum  of  $200,  within  ten  days  from 
the  entry  hereof,  and  that  thereupon,  and  upon  the  filing  of 
the  warrant  of  remission  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
herein,  the  decree  against  the  claimant,  and  his  sureties, 
for  the  appraised  value  of  said  vessel  be  discharged,  and 
held  for  naught;  and  that,    in  default  thereof,    execution 
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issue  to  enforce  such  decree,  notwithstanding  such  warrant 
of  remission. 

Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  libellant. 

William  M.  Strong,  for  claimant. 


THE  ORIZABA.* 

Deady,  J.  The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  similar  to 
those  of-  The  Pacific,  just  disposed  of.  Practically,  they 
were  argued  and  submitted  together,  and  the  same  order  is 
made  in  this  as  in  that. 

Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  libellant. 

William  M.  Strong,  for  claimant. 


*See  The  Pacific,  ante,  192. 
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In  the  Circuit  Court  op    the  United  States  tor  the  District 
or  California. 

CIRCUIT  COURT,  MARCH  14,  1867. 

ADOLPH  CAEDINEL  AND   AUGUSTINE   LUSULSKY  v. 
W.  C.  S.  SMITH  AND   JEEOME  B.  WALDEN. 

Section  63  of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  169),  which  provides  that  a 
person  claiming  goods  which  have  been  seized  as  forfeited  under  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Act,  must  give  bond  to  the  collector  for  costs  and  expenses, 
etc.,  is  not  compulsory,  and  does  not  prevent  the  owner  of  goods  which  he 
alleges  to  have  been  seized  unlawfully,  for  maintaining  an  action  against 
the  seizing  officer  for  the  damages  occasioned  by  the  trespass. 

By  section  70  of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  173),  it  is  in  effect  pro- 
vided that  canned  goods  in  the  hands  of  the  manufacturer,  on  and  after 
August  1,  1866,  shall  pay  a  duty;  and  by  the  same  act  (14  Stat.  144,)  it  is 
declared  that  a  retail  or  other  dealer  in  such  goods,  for  all  the  purposes 
of  taxation,  "shall  be  deemed  the  manufacturer  thereof;"  while  in  sched- 
ule C,  (14  Stat.  145),  it  is  provided  that  such  goods  when  "made,  pre- 
pared, and  sold  or  offered  for  sale  or  removal  for  consumption  in  the 
United  States,  on  or  after  October  1,  1866,"  shall  be  liable  to  a  stamp 
duty.  Meld,  that  a  retail  or  other  deijiler  who  offered  such  goods  for  sale 
after  August  1,  1866,  was  to  be  deemed  and  held  the  manufacturer  thereof, 
and  that  such  goods  were  liable  to  pay  a  duty,  and  if  offered  for  sale  with- 
out the  payment  thereof,  were  forfeited  to  the  United  States. 

Where  the  intention  of  the  legislature  is  in  some  particular  ambiguously  ex» 
pressed,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  so  to  construe  its'  act  so  as  to  make  it 
harmonize  in  such  particular  with  the  general  purpose,  plainly  expressed. 

When  an  act  (14  Stat.  144),  declares  that  dealers  in  canned  goods,  under 
certain  circumstances,  "shall  be  deemed  the  manufacturers  thereof,"  it 
is  equivalent  to  declaring  that  such  dealers  shall  be  treated  and  held  liable 
as  if  they  were  manufacturers,  notwithstanding  they  are  not  such  in  fact. 

This  action  was  tried  by  the  Court,  without  the  interven- 
tion of  a  jury.  It  was  brought  against  the  defendants  for 
taking  and  carrying  away  certain  canned  meats,  fruits,  etc., 
alleged  to  be  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  State  for  the  Seventh  Judicial  District,  and  by 
the  defendants  removed  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court, 
under  section  67  of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  171.) 
The  facts  of  the  case  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Court. 
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Deady,  J.  In  making  the  seizure  and  sale  complained  of, 
the  defendants  acted  in  their  official  capacity — Smith  as  col- 
lector of  internal  revenue  for  the  fifth  district  of  California, 
and  Walden  as  constable  of  Napa  township — and  upon  the 
assumption  and  claim  on  their  parts,  that  the  goods  seized 
were  liable  to  pay  a  duty  as  provided  in  schedule  C  of  the 
act  aforesaid,  and  were  forfeited  to  the  United  States  on 
account  of  having  been  exposed  to  sale  by  plaintiffs  without 
the  duty  thereon  having  been  paid  by  affixing  the  proper 
stamps  thereon. 

It  is  insisted  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  that  this  action 
cannot  be  maintained,  even  if  the  seizure  was  wrongful,  be- 
cause the  plaintiffs,  it  is  said,  are  confined  to  the  remedy 
provided  or  allowed  by  section  63  of  the  act  of  July  13, 
1866  (14  Stat.  169).  This  section  allows  any  person,  who 
may  claim  good^  that  have  been  seized  as  forfeited  to  the 
United  States,  under  the  Internal  Eevenue  Act,  to  file  a 
bond  with  the  collector  for  costs  and  expenses,  and  there- 
upon the  collector  must  give  notice  of  his  proceedings  to 
the  district  attorney,  who  must  proceed  to  have  the  alleged 
forfeiture  adjudicated  in  the  proper  Court. 

But  this  provision  is  neither  compulsory  nor  exclusive, 
and  does  not  prevent  the  claimant  from  adopting  and  ,pur- 
suing  any  other  existing  remedy.  Indeed,  section  63  afore- 
said, is  primarily  intended  to  govern  the  conduct  of  the  col- 
lector in  the  disposition  of  goods  seized  as  forfeited  to  the 
United  States,  and  in  no  way  affects  his  liability  to  an  action 
by  the  party  aggrieved  in  case  of  an  unlawful  seizure.  At 
common  law  any  officer,  including  a  sheriff  acting  under 
process,  who  seized  goods  of  another  by  mistake  or  other- 
wise without  sufficient  authority,  was  liable  to  an  action  of 
trespass  therefor. 

True,  Congress,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  officers  of 
the  customs  from  being  harassed  by  actions  for  vindictive 
damages,  has  provided  that  where  the  property  seized,  has 
been  adjudged  to  the  elai-Taant  as  not-liable  to  seizure,  if  the 
Court  certifies  that  there  was  probable  cause  for  the  arrest, 
no  action  can  be  maintained  therefor.     The  claimant  is  re- 
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stored  to  his  property  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  but  the 
fact,  judicially  ascertained,  that  there  was  probable  cause 
for  the  taking  and  detention,  is  made  a  bar  to  an  action  for 
■damages  for  the  mere  detention  of  the  property. 

But  in  regard  to  these  goods,  there  has  been  no  proceed- 
ing in  rem  to  determine'  their  liability  to  seizure  as  forfeited 
to  the  United  States.  The  plaintiffs'  goods  have  been  taken 
from  them  by  the  defendants,  and  the  former,  instead  of 
claiming  them,  giving  surety  for  costs,  and  thereby 
taking  the  case  into  Court  upon  the  naked  question  of  for- 
feiture, have  seen  proper  to  abandon  the  goods  and  sue  the 
defendants  in  trespass  for  the  value  thereof.  Unless,  then, 
the  taking  or  seizure  was  lawful,  the  defendants  must  respond 
in  damages  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  goods,  and  look 
to  the  government,  which  has  had  the  benefit  of  the  seizure, 
to  reimburse  them.  Assuming  that  the  seizure  was  unlaw- 
ful as  alleged,  the  plaintiffs  have  not  mistaken  their  remedy, 
and  may  maintain  this  action. 

The  only  remaining  question  in  the  case  is,  were  these 
goods,  at  the  time  they  were  offered  and  exposed  for  sale, 
liable  to  pay  a  duty  ?  If  they  were,  they  were  forfeited  to 
the  United  States  and  the  seizure  was  lawful,  otherwise  not. 

Schedule  C,  as  amended  by  section  9_of  the  act  of  July  13, 
1866  (14  Stat.  145),  declares,  that  such  goods  as  these  when 
"made,  prepared  and  sold  or  offered  for  sale,  or  removed 
for  consumption  in  the  United  States,  on  .and  after  the  first 
day  of  October,  1866,"  shall  be  liable  to  a  stamp  duty.  The 
plaintiffs  purchased  these  goods  before  October  1,  1866,  and 
afterwards  offered  them  for  sale.  The  seizure  was  made  on 
October  22.  This  being  so,  of  course  they  were  "made 
and  prepared"  before  October  1. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  plaintiffs  that  this  provision  of  the 
act  should  be  read  so  as  to  declare  that  these  goods,  whether 
■sold  or  q^erec?  for  sale,  or  removed  for  consumption,  etc., 
after  October  1,  should  also  be  made  and  prepared — manu- 
factured after  that  date.  I  think  this  propositiod  reason- 
able and  grammatical,  and  so  far  as  this  clause  of  the  statute 
is  concerned,  settles  the  question  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs. 


200  DISTRICT  OF  CALIFORNIA, 

Cardinel  v.  Smith. ' 

The  alternative  is  only  applied  to  the  selling,  offering  for  sale 
or  removing  for  constunption  after  October  1,  but  in  either 
ease  the  goods  so  sold,  offered  or  removed,  to-  be  liable  to 
the  duty,  must  have  been  "-made  and  prepared"  after  said 
date.     But  this  is  not  all. 

Said  section  9  also  provides  (14  Stat.  144),  "That  any 
person  who  shall  offer  or  expose  for  sale  any  of  the  articles 
named  in  schedule  0,  *  *  *  *  shall  be  deemed  the 
manufacturer  thereof,  and  subject  to  all  the  duties,  liabili- 
ties, and  penalties  imposed  by  law  in  regard  to  the  sale  of 
domestic  articles  without  the  use  of  the  proper  stamp  or 
stamps  denoting  the  tax  paid  thereon."  If,  when  the  plaint- 
iffs exposed  these  goods  for  sale  on  October  22,  1866,  they 
were  in  contemplation  of  law  the  manufacturers  of  them,  it 
was  their  duty  to  first  afiix  "thereon  the  proper  stamp,"  in 
default  of  which  the  goods  were  forfeited  to  the  United 
States  and  liable  to  seizure.    (13  Stat.  296,  482.) 

By  section  70  of  the  Act  of  1866  (14  Stat.  173),  it  is  pro- 
vided that  "whenever  by  the  terms  of  this  act  a  duty  is  im- 
posed upon  any  articles,  goods,  wares  or  merchandise, 
manufactured  or  produced,  upon  which  no  duty  ivas  imposed 
hy  either  of  said  former  acts,  it  shall  apply  to  such  as  were 
manufactured  or  produced,  and  not  removed  from  the  place 
of  manufacture  or  production  on  the  day  when  this  act  takes 
effect."  The  same  section  declares,  "That  this  act  shall 
take  effect  when  not  otherwise  provided  on  August  1, 1866." 

The  goods  in  question  fall  within  this  category,  as  no  duty 
was  imposed  upon  such  goods  "by  either  of  said  former 
acts." 

.These  are  the  only  provisions  of  the' internal  revenue  acts 
that  bear  upon  the  question. 

Taking  this  legislation  together  what  was  the  intention  of 
Congress  as  to  taxing  these  goods?  That  intention  when 
ascertained  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  give  effect  to,  with- 
out regard  to  any  other  consideration. 

For  the  plaintiff  it  is  contended  that  Congress  did  not 
intend  to  impose  a  duty  upon  canned  goods  made   or  pre- 
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pared  before  October  1,  1866.     So  far  as  tlie  language  of 
schedule  C  is  concerned,  it  supports  the  argument. 

But  it  is  evident  from  the  provision  just  quoted  from 
section  70,  that  such  was  not  the  intention  of  Congress  in 
regard  to  aU  such  goods  as  had  not  been  "removed  from  ' 
the  place  of  manufacture  or»production"  before  August  1, 
1866 ;  for  this  section  expressly  provides  that  the  duties^ 
specified  in  schedule  G  should  be  imposed  upon  such  goods. 
And  if  the  intent  of  this  provision  was  uncertain  or  open 
to  argument,  every  consideration  of  just  public  policy  in  the 
imposition  of  taxes  would  conduce  to  this  conclusion. 

To  tax  canned  goods  after  October  1,  and  exclude  from 
the  operation  of  the  law,  all  such  as  were  manufactured 
before  that  date,  would,  to  that  extent,  be  an  unjust  dis- 
crimination in  favor  of  the  owners  of  the  latter  class  of 
goods.  Congress  having  thus  provided  for  the  taxation  of 
canned  goods  "not  removed  from  the  place  of  manufacture 
or  production "  before  August  1,  1866,  from  this  fact,  the 
inference  is  reasonable  that  it  also  intended  to  tax  those 
which,  although  removed,  had  not  yet  passed  into  the  hands 
of  the  consumer.  No  reason  is  given,  why  canned  goods  in 
the  hands  of  the  manufacturer  when  the  act  of  1866  took 
effect,  should  be  liable  to  pay  a  duty,  while  the  same  class 
of  goods  in  the  hands  of  the  jobber  or  retailer,  should  be 
exempt.  At  the  same  time  it  is  admitted,  that  if  Congress, 
has  not  provided  for  taxing  such  goods  in  the  hands  of  the 
merchant,  as  well  as  the  manufacturer,  whatever  may  ap- 
pear to  have  been  the  general  purpose  of  its  enactment,  the 
Court  cannot  supply  the  omission.  But  if  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  in  this  particular  be  doubtful,  or  ambiguously 
expressed,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  construe  the  act,  if 
possible,  so  as  to  make  it  harmonize  in  such  particular, 
with  the  general  purpose,  plainly  expressed. 

Taking  the  whole  legislation  together,  I  do  not  think  that 
Congress  intended  to  exempt  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs 
from  taxation,  because  they  were  "made  and  prepared" 
before  October  1 — if  exposed  for  sale  after  that  time.  If 
the  question  turned  upon  the  language  of  the  provision  in 
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schedule  C  only,  the  conclusion  might  be  otherwise.  But 
the  law  of  the  case  is  not  found  in  this  provision  alone.  In 
fact,  these  scheludes  are  mere  brief  indexes  of  subjects,  the 
general  legislation  concerning  which,  is  found  elsewhere  in 
the  body  of  the  acts. 

The  clause  of  section  9  (14*Stat.  144)  above  quoted,  in 
my  Judgment,  settles  the  law  of  this  case  against  the  plaint- 
iffs. Their  counsel,  apparently  conscious  that  the  letter  of 
this  section  was  against  them,  sought  to  modify  its  effect, 
by  endeavoring  to  show  that  when  it  declares  that  "  a  per- 
son who  shall  offer  or  expose  for  sale,  any  of  the  articles 
named  in  schedule  0,  *  *  *  *  shall  be 
deemed  the  manufacturer  thereof, "  it  only  creates  a  disputa- 
ble presumption  that  such  person  is  "the  manufacturer 
thereof,"  which,  in  this  case,  is  overcome  by  the  admitted 
fact,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  not  the  manufacturers,  but  only 
the  vendors  of  the  articles. 

The  word  "  deemed"  in  this  connection  ine&ns  judged,  de- 
termined; and  when  it- is  enacted  that  the  vendor  of  an  arti- 
cle shall  for  any  purpose,  "be  deemed  the  manufacturer 
thereof,"  for  such  purpose,  he  is  to  be  absolutely  considered 
such  manufacturer.  Indeed,  it  would  be  of  little  use  for 
Congress  to  declare  that  a  vendor  of  canned  goods,  for  the 
purpose  of  internal  revenue,  should  be  deemed  a  manufac- 
•turer  thereof,  if  such  declaration  could  be  overcome  and 
held  for  naught,  by  showing  that,  in  fact,  he  was  not  such 
manufacturer.  Now,  by  such  declaration.  Congress  does 
not  undertake  to  destroy  the  distinction,  in  fact,  between 
■the  two  persons  or  occupations,  but  only  that  the  law  applic- 
able to  the  manufacturer  of  canned  goods,  shall  also  be 
applicable  to  the  vendor  thereof — that  in  this  respect,  and 
for  this  purpose,  they  shall  be  treated  alike. 

The  internal  revenue  act  is  a  piece  of  patch  work,  and  it 
is  sometimes  difficult  to  reconcile  its  various  provisions 
with  each  other.  Its  great  length,  and  the  multiplicity  of 
subjects  which  it  embraces,  enhances  the  labor  of  under- 
standing it.  I  confess  I  do  not  feel  the  utmost  confidence 
in  the  present  construction  and  application  of  it,  though  I 
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feel  well   satisfied  that  it  is  just  and  equal  in  its  conse- 
quences. 

As  has  already  been  observed;  if  a  tax  like  this  is  only- 
imposed  upon  articles  manufactured  after  it  takes  effect,  it 
operates  as  an  unjust  discrimination  against  the  future 
inanufacturer.  And  I  am  free  to  admit  that  this  considera- 
tion has  had  its  influence  upon  my  mind  in  reaching  the 
conclusion  that  Congress  did  not  intend  to  tax  canned  goods 
in  the  hands  of  the  manufacturer  when  the  act  took  effect, 
and  exempt  the  goods  in  the  hands  of  the  seller,  because 
manufactured  before  that  date. 

It  appears  that  the  Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue  has 
decided  this  question  both  ways.  By  a  circular  from  the 
"  Office  of  Internal  Revenue,"  dated  October  3,  1866,  it  was 
declared,  that  "  all  canned  goods,  either  in  the  hands  of  the 
manufacturer  or  purchaser,  sold  or  offered  for  sale  on  and 
after  the  first  instant,  are  required  to  be  stamped  as  speci- 
fied in  schedule  C  of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866."  By  a  second- 
circular  on  the  subject,  from  the  same  office,  dated  October 
27,  1866,  it  was  declared:  "While  it  is  believed  that  it  was 
the  purpose  and  intent  of  Congress  to  impose  a  stamp  tax 
upon  the  above  named  articles  (canned  goods)  if  sold,  or 
offered  for  sale,  or  removed  for  consumption  in  the  United- 
States,  on  or  after  October  1,  1866,  regardless  of  the  time  of 
their  manufacture  or  production,  that  intent  is  so  imper- 
fectly expressed  as  to  render  it  doubtful  whether  under 
a  proper  construction  of  the  language  of  the  statute  such 
a  tax  can  be  collected. " 

It  is  probable  that  by  the  time  the  second  circular  reached 
the  revenue  offices,  nine  tenths  of  the  goods  in  question, 
such  as  had  passed  out  of  the  hands  of  the  manufacturer  or 
producer  before  October  1,  1866,  had  paid  the  duty.  It  is 
also  to  be  observed,  that  the  decision  of  the  commissioner 
appears  to  have  been  based  upon  the  language  of  schedule 
C  alone,  without  reference  to  the  other  sections  ®f  the  act 
above  cited. 

Again,  the  commissioner,  as  a  matter  of  public  policy, 
might  instruct  his  subordinates  to  refrain  from  enforcing 
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this  provision  of  the  act  according'  to  this  construction,  for 
the  reason  that  it  was  involved  in  some  doubt,  and  might 
lead  to  unprofitable  litigation.  In  some  such  light,  I  read 
the  decision  in  the  second  circular.  A  department  ruling 
made  under  such  circumstances  and  from  such  motives, 
well  enough  in  itself,  can  have  but  little  weight  in  a  Court 
called  upon  to  determine  what  the  law  actually  was,  as  ap- 
peared by  the  acts  of  the  legislature,  at  the  time  of  this 
seizure. 

There  must  be  judgment  for  the  defendants  in  bar  of  the 
action,  and  for  their  costs  and  disbursements. 

W.  W.  Pendegasi,  for  plaintiffs. 

R.  F.  Morrison,  for  defendants. 


CIKCUIT  COXJET,  APRIL  10,  1867., 

THE  UNITED  STATES,  ex  relatione  JOHN  BIGLER, 
V.  JOHN  M.  AYEEY. 

The  act  of  July  1,  1862  (12  Stat.  433)  creating  the  office  of  Assessor  of  In- 
ternal Revenue,  does  not  prescribe  the  tenure  thereof,  and  therefore  the 
incumbent  is  deemed  to  hold  such  only  during  the  pleasure  of  the  appoint 
ing  power. 

■Where  Congi'ess  has  the  power  to  create  an  office,  it  may  prescribe  the  term 
for  which  it  shall  be  holden  by  the  incumbent,  and  in  such  case  there  is  no 
power  of  removal  during  such  term. 

The  Constitution  does  not  expressly  authorize  or  provide  for  removals  from 
office  otherwise  than  as  a  consequence  of  impeachment,  and  as  an  implied 
power  "  necessary  and  proper  for  canyiiig  into  execution  "  any  power  ex- 
pressly vested  in  the  government  or  any  department  or  officer  thereof,  and 
therefore  the  power  of  removal  can  only  be  claimed  by  or  attributed  to  the 
appointing  power. 

In  this  ease  the  appointing  power  is  the  President  and  Senate,  acting  con- 
currently, and  in  the  absence  of  legislation  and  precedent  to  the  contrary, 
it  follows  JJiat  the  President  alone  has  not  the  power  of  removal. 

By  the  action  of  the  first  Congress  and  the  uniform  practice  on  the  subject, 
down  to  the  time  when  this  controversy  arose,  the  power  of  removal  by  the 
President  had  been  practically  conceded  by  Congress,  and  the  question 
being  one  which  properly  belongs  to  that  body  to  regulate,  its  past  action 
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and  acqiiieseence  must  be  regarded  by  the  Courts  as  establishing  or  evi- 
dencing a  regulation  on  the  subject. 

The  power  to  regulate  the  subject  of  removals  from  office  belongs  to  Con- 
gress, and  that  body  having  for  three  fourths  of  a  century  practically  con- 
ceded the  authority  to  the  President  to  make  removals  without  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate,  the  Coui't  does  not  feel  at  liberty  at  this  late  day 
to  deny  him  this  power . 

The  defendant  having  surrendered  the  office  in  controversy,  to  a  person  duly 
authorized  to  receive  it  since  the  filing  of  the  answer,  is  entitled  to  file  a 
supplemental  answer  setting  up  this  fact  as  a  plea  puis  darrien  contirmanoe; 
and  such  surrender  terminates  the  controversy  except  as  to  costs,  for  which 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

This  was  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto, 
brought  on  the  relation  of  John  Bigier,  to  oust  the  defend- 
ant from  the  office  of  assessor  of  internal  revenue  for  the 
fourth  district  of  California. 

It  was  tried  by  the  Court  without  the  intervention  of  a 
jury,  and  the  facts  are  stated  in  the  findings  are  follows : 

I.  That  in  the  month  of  February,  1863,  the  defendant 
was  duly  appointed  assessor  of  internal  revenue  for  the 
fourth  district  of  California,  and  thereupon,  being  first 
duly  qualified  therefor,  did  enter  upon  such  office,  and  per- 
form the  duties  and  receive  the  emoluments  thereof,  con- 
tinuously, until  October  20,  1866. 

II.  That  on  September  19,  1866,  in  the  recess  of  the 
Senate,  John  Bigier  was  duly  commissioned  by  the  Presi- 
dent assessor  of  internal  revenue  for  the  district  aforesaid, 
"  for  the  time  being,  and  until  the  end  of  next  session  of 
the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  and  no  longer." 

III.  That  on  October  20,  1866,  said  Bigier,  having  first 
taken  the  oath  of  office  prescribed  by  law,  did  dem*and  of 
the  said  defendant  the  surrender  of  the  books  and  papers 
pertaining  and  belonging  to  the  office  aforesaid,  then  in  the 
possession  and  control  of  said  defendant,  who  then  refused 
to  surrender  or  deliver  the  same  to  said  Bigier;  and  at  the 
date  of  filing  the  information  herein,  still  so  refused. 

IV.  That  from  and  after  October  20,  1866,  and  at  and 
after  the  filing  of  the  information  herein,  the  defendant 
claimed  to  be  the  legal  incumbent  of  the  office  aforesaid, 
by  virtue  of  his  appointment  and  qualification  aforesaid. 
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and  that  during  the  periods  last  aforesaid,  did  act  as  assessor 
of  internal  revenue  of  the  district  aforesaid,  and  deny  that 
said  Bigler,  by  virtue  of  the  commission  granted  to  him  as 
aforesaid,  or  otherwise,  had  or  acquired  any  right  to  enter 
upon  such  office,  or  exercise  the  powers  or  perform  the 
duties  thereof. 

V.  That  during  the  session  of  the  Senate  next  foUowiag 
the  issuing  of  the  commission  to  Bigler  as  aforesaid,  the 
President  nominated  said  Bigler  for  the  office  aforesaid, 
but  the  Senate  refused  to  consent  to  such  nomination,  and 
rejected  the  same;  and  that  afterwards,  during  the  session 
of  the  Senate  last  aforesaid,  the  President  nominated  T.  J. 
Blakeny  for  the  office  aforesaid,  to  which  nomination  the 
Senate  then  consented,  and  thereupon  said  Blakeny  was 
duly  commissioned  as  assessor  for  the  district  aforesaid. 

VI.  That  on  March  9,  1867',  W.  C.  Felch  was  duly  ap- 
pointed assistant  assessor  for  a  portion  of  the  district  afore- 
said; and  that  at  the  date  of  such  appointment,  said  Blake- 
ney  was  absent  from  the  State  of  California,  and  had  not 
then  entered  upon  the  office  aforesaid,  and  therefore  said 
Pelch  was  authorized  by  law  to  act  as  assessor  of  the  dis- 
trict for  the  time  being. 

VII.  That  on  March  14,  1867,  and  while  said  Felch  was 
acting  as  assessor  as  aforesaid,  he  demanded  of  the  defend- 
ant the  possession  of  said  office  and  the  books  and  papers 
pertaining  thereunto;  and  the  defendant  then  surrendered 
and  delivered  the  same  to  said  Felch,  as  required. 

Deapy,  J.  The  Constitution  provides  that  the  President 
"shall  nominate,  and  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate,  shall  appoint  Ambassadors,  other  public  minis- 
ters, and  Consuls,  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  all 
other  officers  of  the  United  States  whose  appointments  are 
not  herein  otherwise  provided  for,  and  which  shall  be  estab- 
lished by  law.  But  the  Congress  may  by  law  vest  the  ap- 
pointment of  such  inferior  officers,  as  they  think  proper,  in 
the  President  alone,  in  the  Courts  of  law,  or  in  the  heads  of 
departments." 
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Section  2,  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Act  of  July  1,  1862 
(12  Stat.  433),  creates  the  office  in  controversy,  and  provides 
for  tlie  appointment  of  the  incumbent.  The  material  words 
of  the  Section  are  these  :  ' '  That  the  President  of  the  United 
States  be,  and  he  is  hereby  authorized  *  *  *  to  nomi- 
nate, and  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate 
to  appoint  an  Assessor  *  *  *  for  each  such  district, 
who  shall  be  resident  within  the  same."  Upon  these  provi- 
sions of  the ,  constitution  and  statute,  and  the  facts  found 
in  this  case,  arises  the  question,  did  the  commission  to  Bigr 
ler,  in  conjunction  with  his  subsequent  qualification  and  de- 
mand upon  the  defendant,  operate,  in  contemplation  of  laiw, 
to  remove  the  defendant  from  the  office  of  assessor  of  the 
fourth  district? 

By  the  terms  of  the  act  under  which  th6  defendant  was 
appointed,  there  is  no  limitation  upon  the  tenure  of  the 
office,  and  the  constitution  is  silent  upon  the  subject,  except 
as  to  judicial  offices.  The  defendant  not  having  any  .fixed 
term  in  the  office,  must  be  considered  as  holding  it  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  appointing  power.  I  admit  that,  to  my 
mind,  this  conclusion  is  not  a  necessary  one ;  for,  from  the 
premises,  it  appears  equally  logical  to  conclude  that  the  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  hold  the  office  during  good  behaviour. 
But  this  question  is  not  now  open  to  argument  in  this  Cotirt. 
In  ex  parte  Herman  (13  Peters,  258-9),  it  was  expressly  de- 
cided by  the  Supreme  Court,  that  when  the  law  does  not  fix 
the  term  of  office,  it  is  held  at  the  pleasure  of  the  appoint- 
ing power.  In  that  case  a  clerk  of  a  District  Court  had 
•been  removed  by  the  judge  of  the  Court,  and  there  could 
be  no  question  but  that  the  removal  was  made  by  the  ap- 
pointing ^ower.  In  jthis  case  the  appointing  power  is  the 
President  and  Senate,  acting  concurrently,  and  the  alleged 
removal  is  the  act  of  the  President  alone.  Had  the  Presi- 
dent this  power,  as  the  law  was  at  the  time  of  the  commission 
to  Bigler?  No  case  in  which  the  question  has  been  directly 
decided  has  been  cited  in  the  argument,  and  I  am  not  aware 
that  any  exists.  The  case  of  Herman,  supra,  states  the  his- 
toric fact,  that  at  an  early  day  in  the  existence  of  the  national 
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government,  it  was  "mucli  disputed,"  whether  t^e  power 
of  removal  was  in  the  President  and  Senate,  or  in  the  Presi- 
dent alone,  and  that,  by  both  practical  and  legislative  con- 
struction, it  was  assumed  and  acted  upon,  that  the  power 
was  in  the  President  alone.  But  the  Court  did  not  actually 
decide  that  this  construction  of  the  constitution  was  war- 
ranted by  its  language,  and  the  question  was  not  really  be- 
fore them  for  adjudication ;  yet  it  cannot  be  denied  that  in 
some  measure  the  Court  gave  its  sanction  to  this  doctrine. 
They  speak  of  "its  having  become  the  settled  and  well  un- 
derstood construction  of  the  constitution,  that  the  power  of 
removal  was  vested  in  the  President  alone  in  such  cases, 
although  the  appointment  of  the  officer  was  by  the  Presi- 
dent and  Senate." 

In  the  case  of  the  United  States  v.  Guthrie  (17  How.  284), 
the  power  of  the  President  to  remove  an  officer,  appointed 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  was  called  in 
question  but  not  decided.  The  act  of  Congress  creating  the 
office  of  Judge  in  the  Territory  of  Minnesota  had  provided 
that  the  incumbent  thereof  should  hold  for  four  years.  The 
President  removed  the  relator  before  the  expiration  of  his 
term,  and  mandamus  was  brought  against  the  defendant — 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury — to  compel  him  to  pay  the 
relator  his  salary.  A  majority  of  the  Court,  avoiding  the 
decision  of  the  main  question — ^the  power  of  removal — de- 
cided that  the  remedy  was  not  well  taken,  and  dismissed 
the  application  for  the  writ.  Mr.  Justice  Mcjjean  delivered 
a  dissenting  opinion,  in  which  he  discusses  the  President's 
power  of  removal  at  great  length.  As  to  the  particular  case- 
theit  before  the  Court,  he  maintained  that  the  removal  was 
not  only  unauthorized,  but  contrary  to  law. ,  He  says  :  "If 
Congress  have  the  power  to  create  the  Territorial  Courts,  oi 
which.no  one  doubts,  it  has  the  power  to  fix  the  tenure  of 
office.  This  being  done,  the  President  has  no  power  to  .re- 
move a  Territorial  Judge,  more  than  he  has  to  repeal  a 
law. " 

This  conclusion  appears  to  me  both  just  and  legal.    Con- 
gress having  the  power  to  create  an  office,  may  prescribe  the 
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term  for  which  it  shall  be  holden,  or  whether  it  shall  be 
holden  at  pleasure."  In  the  former  case  there  is  ito  power 
of  removal  anywhere,  except  as  a  consequence  of  impeach-  • 
ment.  If  the  President  alone,  or  the  President  and  Senate 
in  conjunction,  were  allowed  to  make  removals  in  such  cases, 
it  would  be  equivalent  to  allowing  him  or  them  "to  repeal 
a  law." 

But  in  that  case  there  was  a  fixed  term  of  office,  while  in 
.  the  case  of  the  defendant,  Avery,  no  term  is  provided  for, 
but  the  incumbent  holds  at  the  pleasure  of  the  appointing 
power.  Upon  the  real  question  in  this  case,  Had  the 
President  the  power  to  remove  the  defendant  without  the 
consent  of  the  Senate?  Justice  McLean  argues  for  the 
negative,  but  ^eems  to  think  that  the  power  had  been  "too 
long  established  and  exercised  to  be  now  questioned."  Ee- 
ferring  to  the  controversy  in  Congress  upon  the  subject, 
upon  the  passage  of  the  act  creating  the  Department  of 
Foreign  Affairs,  in  1789,  he  says:  "There  was  great  con- 
trariety of  opinion  in  Congress  on  this  power.  With  the 
experience  we  now  have,  in  regard  to  its  exercise,  there  is 
great  doubt  whether  the  most  enlightened  statesman  would 
not  come  to  a  different  conclusion.  The  Attorney  General 
calls  this  a  constitutional  power.  There  is  no  such  power 
given  in  the  constitution.  It  is  presumed  to  be  in  the  Presi- 
dent, from  the  power  of  appointment.  This  presumption, 
I  think,  is  unwise  and  illogical.  The  reasoning  is :  the 
President  and  Senate  appoint  to  office ;  therefore,  the  Presi- 
dent may  remove  from  office.  Now,  the  argument  would  be 
legitimate,  if  the  power  to  remove  were  inferred  to  be  the 
same  that  appoints.  *  *  *  If  the  power  to  remove  from 
office  be  inferred  from  the  power  to  appoint,  both  the  ele- 
ments of  the  appointing  power  are  necessarily  included. 
The  constitution  has  declared  what  shall  be  the  executive 
power  to  appoint,  and  by  consequence,  the  same  power 
should  be  exercised  in  a  removal.  But  this  power  of  re- 
moval has  been,  perhaps,  too  long  established  and  exercised 
to  be  now  questioned.  The  voluntary  action  of  the  Senate 
and  the  President  would  be  necessary  to  change  the  practice ; 
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and  as  this  would  require  the  relinquishment  of  a  power  by 
one  of  the  parties,  to  be  exercised  in  conjunction  with  the 
other,  it  can  hardly  be  expected." 

So  far  as  adjudged  cases  are  concerned,  this  is  all  that 
can  be  found  bearing  upon  the  subject.  Among  the  elem- 
entary writers  the  question  is  discussed  by  Kent  and  Story. 
The  former  (1  Kent's  Com.  309-10),  after  stating  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Federalist,  pending  the  ratification  of  the  consti- 
tution, that  "the  consent  of  the  Senate  would  be  necessary 
to  displace  as  well  as  to  appoint,"  and  referring  to  the  differ- 
ent construction  given  to  the  constitution  by  the  first  Con- 
gress, says:  "This  amounted  to  a  legislative  construction  of 
the  constitution,  and  it  has  ever  since  been  acquiesced  in 
and  acted  upon  as  of  decisive  authority  in  the  case.  *  *  * 
This  question  has  never  been  made  the  subject  of  judicial 
discussion,  and  the  construction  given  to  the  constitution 
in  1789,  has  continued  to  rest  on  this  loose,  incidental  de- 
claratory opinion  of  Congress,  and  the  sense  and  practice  of 
the  government  since  that  time.  It  is,  however,  a  striking 
fact  in  the  constitutional  history  of  our  government,  that  a 
power  so  transcendant  as  that  is,  which  places  at  the  dis- 
posal of  the  President  alone,  the  tenure  of  every  executive 
office  appointed  by  the  President  and  Senate,  should  depend 
upon  inference  merely,  and  should  have  been  gratuitously 
declared  by  the  first  Congress,  in  opposition  to  the  high  au- 
thority of  the  Federalist;  and  should  have  been  supported 
or  acquiesced  in  by  some  of  those  distinguished  men  who 
questioned  or  denied  the  power  of  Congress,  even  to  incor- 
porate a  national  bank." 

Story  (2  Com.  §  1,538)  says:  "The  power  to  nominate 
does  not  naturally  or  necessarily  include  the  power  to  re- 
move; and  if  the.  power  to  appoint  does  include  it,  then  the 
latter  belongs  conjointly  to  the  Executive  and  the  Senate. 
In  short,  under  such  circumstances,  the  removal  take^  place 
in  virtue  of  the  new  appointment,  by  mere  operation  of  law. 
It  results,  and  is  not  separable,  from  the  appointment  it- 
self." After  stating  the  arguments,  on  both  sides  of  the 
question,   and  referring  to  the  legislative  construction  in 
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favor  of  the  executive  power,  by  the  Congress  in  1789,  the 
distinguished  commentator  concludes  (§  1,543):  "That  the 
final  decision  of  this  question  so  made  was  greatly  influenced 
by  the  exalted  character  of  the  President  then  in  office,  was 
asserted  at  the  time,  and  has  always  been  believed.  Yet 
the  doctrine  was  opposed,  as  well  as  supported,  by  the 
highest  talents  and  patriotism  of  the  country.  The  public, 
however,  acquiesced  in  this  decision,  and  it  constitutes, 
perhaps,  the  most  extraordinary  case  in  the  history  of  a 
government,  of  a  power,  conferred  by  implication  on  the 
executive  by  the  assent  of  a  bare  majority  of  Congress, 
which  has  not  been  questioned  on  many  other  occasions." 
And  again  (§  1,544),  "whether  the  prediction  of  the  original 
advocates  of  the  executive  power,  or  those  of  the  opposers 
of  it,  are  likely,  in  the  future  progress  of  the  government, 
to  be  realized,  must  be  left  to  the  sober  judgment  of  the 
community,  and  to  the  impartial  award  of  time.  If  there 
has  been  any  aberration  from  the  true  constitutional  exposi- 
ticin  of  the  power  of  removal  (which  the  reader  must  decide 
for  himself),  it  will  be  difficult,  and  perhaps  impracticable, 
after  forty  years'  experience,  to  recall  the  practice  to  the 
correct  theory.  But,  at  all  events,  it  will  be  a  consolation 
to  those  who  love  the  Union,  and  honor  a  devotion  to  the 
patriotic  discharge  of  duty,  that  in  regard  to  inferior  offices 
(which  appellation  probably  includes  ninety-nine  out  of  a 
hundred  of  the  lucrative  offices  of  the  government),  the 
remedy  for  any  permanent  abuse  is  still  within  the  power 
of  Congress,  by  the  simple  expedient  of  requiring  the  con- 
sent of  the  Senate  to  removals  in  such  cases." 

The  constitution  does  not  expressly  provide  for  removal 
from  office,  otherwise  than  as  the  legal  effect  or  consequence 
of  "impeachment  for,  and  conviction  of,  treason,  bribery,  or 
other  high  crimes  and  misdemeanors."  (Art.  11,  §  4.)  If  the 
power  of  direct  removal  from  office  is  to  be  attributed  to 
any  department  of  the  government,  as  a  necessary  to  some 
express  power,  my  mind  inclines  to  the.  conclusion,  that 
upon  the  language  of  the  constitution,  such  power  can  only 
be  attributed  to  the  appointing  power.     The  appointing 
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power,  in  this  case,  is  the  President  and  Senate,  acting 
concurrently.     In  the  absence  of  legislation  and  precedent, 
I  think  it  should  be  held  that  the  President  alone  had  no 
power  to  remove  the  defendant,  and  that,  consequently,  the 
commission  of  Bigler  was  a  void  act — there  being  then  no 
vacancy  in  the  office  in  question,  and  the  President  having 
no  power  to  create  such  a  vacancy.     But,  by  the  action  of 
the  first  Congress,  and  the  uniform  practice  of  the  govern- 
ment down  to  the  time  when  this  controversy  arose,  the 
President's  power  of  removal  had  been  practically  admitted 
and  acted  upon.     The  subject  is  one  which,  in  my  judg- 
ment, properly  belongs  to  Congress  to  regulate,  rather  than 
the  courts.     It  is  a  legislative  or  political  question,  and  not 
a  judicial  one.    Heretofore,  the  Supreme  Court  has  regarded 
the  action  of  Congress  in  the  premises  and  subsequent 
practice,  as  establishing  or  evidencing  a  regulation  of  the 
subject,  which  it  was  not  at  liberty  to  ignore  or  disregard. 
Such  considerations,  at  this  late  day,  should  have  even  more 
force  in  this  Court  of  inferior  jurisdiction.     It  is  true  that 
many  of  the  wisest  and  best  men  of  the  republic  have  al- 
ways regarded  the  construction  given  to  the  constitution,  by 
the  Congress  of  1789,  as  unwise  and  impolitic,  and  I  think 
subsequent  events  have  vindicated  the  correctness  of  thei 
opinion.      But  in  this  government  the  people  must  learn 
by  experience,  and  within  the  constitutional  limits  of  legis- 
lative action  and  judgment,  they  must  be  free,  through  their 
representation  in  Congress  assembled,  to  conduct  the  ad- 
ministration of  their  government  uncontrolled  by  the  courts. 
In  the  progress  of  time,  it  has  been  found  or  deemed  that 
the  unqualified  power  of  removal  from  office  by  the  Presi- 
dent works  injuriously,  and  Congress  has  interfered  to  con- 
trol and  regulate  the  exercise  of  that  power,  by  the  passage 
of  what  is  known  as  "The  Tenure  of  Office  BiU."    In  the 
passage  of  this  act  by  Congress  it  must  have  been  assumed, 
and  as  I  think  correctly,  that  the  constitution  left  the  sub- 
ject of  direct  removals  from  office  to  be  regulated  by  the 
legislative  power.     In  the  great  debate,  which  occurred  in 
the  Senate  on  this  subject  in  1835,  Mr.  Clay,  Mr.  Webster 
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and  Mr.  Calhoun,  all  agreed  in  maintaining  tliat  tlie  consti- 
tution did  not  give  tlie  President  the  power  of  removal,  and 
that  the  power  was  properly  subject  to  legislative  control 
and  regulation. 

From  Mr.  Calhoun's  speech  on' this  occasion,  I  quote,  as 
follows :  "If  the  power  to  dismiss  is  possessed  by  the  Execu- 
tive, he  must  hold  it  in  one  or  two  modes;  either  by  an 
express  grant  of  the  power  in  the  Constitution,  or  as  a 
power  necessary  and  proper  to  execute  some  power  ex- 
pressly granted  by  that  instrument.  All  the  powers  under 
the  Constitution  may  be  classed  under  one  or  the  other  of 
these  heads;  there  is  no  intermediate  class.  The  first  ques- 
tion then,  is,  has  the  President  the  power  in  question  by 
any  express  grant  in  the  Constitution  ?  He  who  affirms  he 
has,  is  bound  to  show  it.  That  instrument  is  in  the  hands 
of  every  member;  the  portion  containing  the  delegation  of 
power  to  the  President,  is  short;  it  is  comprised  in  a  few 
sentences.  I  ask, Senators  to  open  the  Constitution,  to  ex- 
amine it,  and  to  find,  if  they  can,  any  authority  of  the  Presi- 
dent to  dismiss  any  public  officer.  None  such  can  be  found; 
the  Constitution  has  been  carefully  examined,  and  no  one 
pretends  to  have  found  such  a  grant.  Well,  then,  as  there  is 
none  such,  if  it  exists  at  all,  it  must  be  as  a  power  necessary 
and  proper  to  execute  some  granted  power;  but  if  it  exists 
in  that  character,  it  belongs  to  Congress,  and  not  the  Ex- 
ecutive. I  venture  not  the  assertion  hastily;  I  speak  on  the 
authority  of  the  Constitution  itself — an  express  and  un- 
equivocal authority  which  cannot  be  denied  nor  contra- 
dicted. Hear  what  that  sacred  instrument  says :  '  Congress 
shall  have  power  to  make  all  laws  which  shall  be  necessary 
and  proper  for  cariying  into  execution  the  foregoing  powers 
(those  granted  to  Congress  itself),  and  all  other  powers 
vested  by  this  Constitution  in  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  or  in  any  department  or  officer  thereof.'  Mark  the 
fullness  of  the  expression,  Congress  shall  have  power  to 
make  all  laws,  not  only  to  carry  into  effect  the  powers  exclu- 
sively delegated  to  itself,  but  those  delegated  to  the  Gov- 
ernment or  any  department  or  officer  thereof;  comprehend- 
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ing,  of  course,  tlie  power  to  pass  laws  necessary  and  proper 
to  carry  into,  effect  the  powers  expressly  granted  to  the 
executive  department.  It  follows  that,  to  whatever  express 
grant  of  power  to  the  Executive  the  power  of  dismissal  may 
be  supposed  to  attach;  whether  to  that  of  seeing  the  laws 
faithfully  executed,  or  to  the  stiU  more .  comprehensive 
grant,  as  contended  for  by  some,  vesting  executive  power 
in  the  President,  the  mere  fact  that  it  is  a  power  appur- 
tenant to  another  power,  and  necessary  to  carry  it  into 
effect,  transfers  it  by  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution 
cited,  from  the  Executive  to  Congress,  and  places  it  under 
its  control  to  be  regulated  in  the  manner  which  it  may  judge 
best. 

"  Such  are  the  arguments  by  which  I  have  been  forced  to 
conclude  that  the  power  of  dismissing  is  not  lodged  in  the 
President,  but  is  subject  to  be  controlled  and  regulated  by 
Congress.  I  say  forced,  because  I  have  been  compelled  to 
the  conclusion  in  spite  of  my  previous  impressions;  relying 
upon  the  early  decision  of  the  question,  and  the  long  ac- 
quiescence in  that  decision." 

To  the  force  of  this  argument,  I  think  nothing  can  be 
added.  It  amounts  to  demonstration.  The  power  is  with 
Congress  to  regulate  removals  from  office.  Congress,  by 
early  action  and  long  acquiescence,  has  allowed,  if  not 
authorized,  the  President  to  make  removals  without  the 
consent  of  the  Senate  in  each  particular  case.  The  question 
being  one  of  the  exercise  of  a  political  power,  which  is 
within  the  power  of  Congress  to  control  and  regulate,  I  ' 
do  not  deem  it  meet  or  proper  for  this  Court,  at  this  late 
day,  to  assert  by  its  judgment  that  all  the  Presidents,  from 
Washington  to  the  present,  have,  in  making  removals  from 
office,  acted  without  authority  or  right  in  the  premises. 

As  the  law  and  long  established  usage  stood  at  the  time 
of  the  commission  to  Bigler,  the  power,  of  removal  must  be 
conceded  to  the  Executive  by  the  Courts.  Congress  had 
practically  so  conceded  it,  for  three  fourths  of  a  century. 
In  the  determination  of  political  questions,  the  Courts  are 
subordinate  to  the  political  department  of  the  Government. 
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In  ex  parte  Herman,  supra,  the  Supreme  Court,  without  de- 
ciding the  question,  expressed  a  strong  opinion  that  so  well 
established  a  practice  upon  such  a  subject,  could  not  be 
disregarded  by  the  Court,  even  at  that  early  day. 

A  supplemental  answer  has  been  filed  in  this  case,  stating 
the  facts  as  found  by  the  Court  since  the  demand  upon  the 
defendant  by  Bigler.  This  answer  was  filed,  subject  to  the 
defendant's  right  to  plead  these  facts  at  the  time.  I  think 
the  answer  may  be  filed,  and  that  the  matter  set  forth  is 
material.  It  is  a  'plea.puis  darrein  continuancer—gooA  at  com- 
mon law  and  under  the  code.  From  it,  it  appears  that  the 
defendant  had  relinquished  the  office  to  the  United  States 
and  delivered  the  books  and  papers  to  an  officer  duly  au- 
thorized to  receive  them.  At  any  time  before  trial  the  de- 
fendant may  yield  the  controversy  and  surrender  the  office. 
This  terminates  the  controversy,  except  as  to  costs,  and  for 
these  judgment  must  be  given  in  favor  of  the  United  States. 

One  other  question  made  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
defendant  remains  to  be  noticed.  The  Tenure  of  Office 
Bill,  which  is  understood  to  have  become  a  law  on  March  3, 
provides,  as  appears  from  a  newspaper  report  read  in  Court 
by  counsel,  that  a  person  holding  office  by  the  consent  of 
the  Senate  shall  only  be  removed  by  the  concurrence  of  that 
body.  Assuming  this  to  be  the  correct  reading  of  the 
Tenure  of  Office  Act,  I  cannot  bring  my  mind  to  agree  with 
counsel  for  the  defendant — that  the  defendant,  at  the  pass- 
age of  this  Act,  held  the  office,  in  contemplation  of  law. 
True,  he  was  in  the  office,  as  the  information  alleges,  but 
without  legal  right.  At  that  time,  so  far  as  he  can  be  said 
to  have  held  the  office,  it  was  not  by  virtue  of  his  appoint- 
ment by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  but 
rather  as  an  intruder,  and  without  legal  right. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  its  costs  and  disbursements. 

Dehs  Lake  and  Joseph  Hoge,  for  plaintiff. 

Oeorge  CadwaUader  and  John  McCullough,  for  defendant. 
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CIKCUIT  COUET,  APEIL  20,  1867. 
JULIAN  MARTINETTI  et  al.  v.  THOMAS  MAGUIRE  etal. 
THOMAS  MAaUIRE  et  al.  v.  JULIAN  MARTINETTI  et  al. 

Where  a  party  seeks  to  enjoin  another  from  the  exhibition  or  performance  of 
a  spectacle  or  dramatic  composition,  he  must  show  an  exclusive  right  in, 
himself  to  the  use  of  such  spectacle  or  composition,  before  his  application 
will  be  allowed. 

Where  two  spectacles,  called  respectively  the'Black  Crook  and  the  Black  Book 
produced  the  impression  upon  those  who  witnessed  them  that  they  were 
substantially  the  same :  Held,  that  one  was  a,  colorable  imitation  oi  the 
other . 

The  act  of  August  18,  1856  (11  Stat.  138),  which  gives  "the  proprietor  of  a 
dramatic  composition,  designed  or  suited  for  public  representation,  the  sole 
right  to  represent  the  same,  does  not  include  a  mere  exhibition,  spectacle 
or  arrangement  of  scenic  effects  having  no  literary  character — the  same 
not  being  a  "  dramatic  composition"  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

The  act  aforesaid  purports  only  to  apply  to  dramatic  compositions  "  suited 
to  public  representation,"  and  therefore  it  ought  not  to  be  construed  to 
protect  the  proprietor  of  a  composition  of  an  immoral  or  indecent  char- 
acter, in  the  exclusive  right  to  represent  the  same. 

In  the  exercise  of  its  power  to  secure  "  to  authors  and  inventors  the  exclu- 
sive right  to  their  respective  writings  and  discoveries"  (Con.  Art. I,  }8, 
sub.  8) ,  Congress  may  ^discriminate  in  favor  of  good  morals,  and  against 
vice. 

The  power  aforesaid  is  conferred  on  Congress,  not  generally,  but  only  as  a 
means  to  this  particular  end — "To  promote  the  progress  of  science  and 
useful  arts" — therefore,  it  seems  that  it  does  not  extend  to  writings  of  a 
grossly  immoral  or  indecent  character,  or  to  inventions  expressly  designed 
to  facilitate  the  commission  of  crime. 

The  complainants  in  Martinetti  et  al.  v.  Maguire  et  al. 
brought  suit  to  enjoin  the  defendants  therein  from  perform- 
ing or  exhibiting  a  play  or  spectacle,  called  by  them  the 
"  Black  Crook,"  alleging  that  the  same  was  a  mere  colorable 
imitation  of  a  play  known  as  the  "Black  Book,"  which  is 
the  property  of  the  complainants.  Thereupon,  Maguire  et 
al.  brought  suit  against  Martinetti  et  cH.  to  enjoin  the  latter 
from  performing  a  play  called  by  defendants  the  "Black 
Book,"  alleging  that  the  same  was  a  mere  colorable  imitation 
of  a  play  known  as  the  "  Black  Crook,"  which  is  the  prop- 
erty of  said  complainants. 
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Upon  the  filing  of  tlie  bills^the  complainants  in  each,  suit 
gave  notice  of  an  application  to  the  Court  for  a  provisional 
injunction,  as  prayed  for  in  the  bill,  until  the  final  hearing. 
By  consent  of  parties,  the  motions  were  heard  together, 
upon  the  bills  and  evidence  taken  at  the  hearing. 

Deady,  J.  The  bill  of  the  complainants,  Martinetti  et  ul.,' . 
charges,  that  on  October  17,  1866,  at  New  York  city,  one 
James  Schonberg  composed  and  copyrighted  a  dramatic 
composition  called  the  Black  Book,  and  then  and  there 
assigned  the  same  exclusively  to  complainants;  that  com- 
plainants are  the  proprietors  of  the  Metropolitan  Theatre, 
in  San  Francisbo,  and  are  about  to  produce  on  the  stage 
thereof  said  play  of  the  Black  Book;  that  the  defendants, 
M-agaire  et  al.,  by  improper  means  procured  a  manuscript 
copy  of  the  Black'  Book  from  an  employee  of  complain- 
ants, and  is  exhibiting  the  same  at  the  theatre  of  -said  de- 
fendants', Maguire's  Opera  House,  in  Saai  Francisco,  to  the 
injiuy  of  complainants  ;  and  that  defendants  before  making 
such  exhibition,  changed  the  name  of  said  play  to  the 
Black  Crook,  and  also  changed  the  names  of  the  char- 
acters, and  made  some  slight  alterations  in  the  dialogues 
and  incidents  thereof. 

The  biU  of  the  complainants,  Maguire  ef  aL,  charges,  that 
about  July  1,  1866,  one  Charles  M.  Barras,  of  New  York 
city,  composed  a  dramatic  composition  called  the  Black 
Crook,  and  copyrighted  the  same;  that  said  play  was  exhib- 
ited at  Niblo's  Theatre  in  New  York,  early  in  September, 

1866,  and  continuously  since  that  date,  for  the  benefit  of 
and  with  great  gain  to  the  author;  that  about  March  25, 

1867,  the  complainants  became  the  exclusive  assignee  of  the 
right  to  exhibit  the  Black  Crook  in  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia, and  in  pursuance  of  such  assignment,  and  by  virtue 
of  such  right,  are  now  exhibiting  the  same  at  Maguire's 
Opera  House  aforesaid;  that  during  the  exhibition  of  the 
Black  Crook  at  Niblo's,  as  aforesaid,  the  defendants  pro- 
cured a  copy  of  the  same  by  employing  one  Schonberg,  or 
other  person,  to  attend  such  exhibition  and  take  down  the 
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parts  in  short-hand,  as  they  -syere  spoken  and  acted  by  the 
players ;  and  that  the  defendants  are  now  about  to  exhibit 
such  play  from  the  copy  so  obtained,  at  the  Metropolitan 
Theatre  aforesaid,  under  the  name  of  the  Black  Eook, 
to  the  damage  of  the  complainants. 

A  number  of  witnesses  have  been  examined  on  either 
"side  as  to  the  identity  of  the  plays.  So  far  as  I  can  judge 
from  the  evidence,  the  plays  are  identical.  One  of  them 
must  be  a  mere  colorable  imitation  of  the  other.  The  strik- 
ing similarity  in  the  names — Black  Crook  and  Black 
Rook — ^is  enough  of  itself  to  suggest  that  the  one  is  an  imita- 
tion of  the  other.  All  the  disinterested  witnesses  who  have 
been  present  at  the  exhibition  of  the  Black  Crook  at 
Niblo's  and  Maguire's,  agree  in  stating  that  they  thought  the 
plays  the  same.  It  is  admitted  and  charged  by  Martinetti, 
that  the  play  now  on  exhibition  at  the  Opera  House  is  sub- 
stantially the  play  which  he  calls  the  Black  Eook,  and 
claims  to  be  the  proprietor  of.  For  the  purpose  of  the 
comparison,  let  it  be  assumed  that  the  Black  Eook  is 
being  played  at  Maguire's  Opera  House,  and  the  Black 
Crook  at  Mblo's.  "Whatever  may  be  thp  technical  differ- 
ences in  the  exhibitions  at  these  two  places,  if  the  result 
is  so  nearly  the  same  as  to  produce  the  impression 
that  they  are  identical  upon  ordinary  spectators,  it  seems  to 
me  that,  that  as- a  question  of  fact,  one  ought  to  be  held  a 
mere  colorable  imitation  of  the  other.  A  play  like  this  has 
no  value  except  as  it  is  appreciated  by  the  theatre-going 
public.  It  cannot  be  read — it  is  a  mere  spectacle,  and  must 
be  seeoi  to  be  appreciated.  If  the  similarity  in  general  char- 
acter and  effect  between  the  alleged  imitation  and  original, 
is  sufficient  to  deceive  the  public  who  ordinarily  witness 
such  exhibitions,  it  is  fair  to  conclude  that  the  one  is  a 
piracy  of  the  other. 

Which,  then,  is  the  original,  and  which  is  the  imitation? 
The  respective  dates  of  their  composition  seem  to  furnish  a 
satisfactory  answer  to  this  question.  It  is  admitted  that 
the  Black  Crook  was  composed  and  copyrighted  in  the  early 
part  of  July,  1866,  while  it  is  not  claimed  that  the  Black 
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Eook  was  composed  earlier  than  llie  middle  of  the  October 
following — and  after  the  former  had  been  exhibited  at 
Niblo's  for  at  least  six  weeks.  Unless  both  are  original 
compositions  or  contrivances — unless  this  striking  similarity 
between  them  is  a  mere  coincidence,  I  must  conclude  that 
the  Black  Crook  is  the  original,  and  the  Black  Eook  tl^e 
imitation  or  copy.  As  neither  of  these  spectacles  have  any 
substantial  claim  to  originality,  I  suppose  the  coincidence  is 
possible.  But  such  coincidence  is  not  probable,  while  all 
the  other  circumstances  of  the  case  point  to  but  one  con- 
clusion— that  the  manuscript  of  the  so-called  Black  Eook, 
procured  in  New  York  by  Martinetti  from  Schonberg,  was 
a  mere  colorable  imitation  or  copy  of  the  Black  Crook,  ob- 
tained by  improper  means  or  without  authority  of  the  pro- 
prietors. 

Whether  Martinetti  knew  this  fact  at  the  time  or  since,  is 
immaterial.  In  any  view  of  the  matter,  he  has  only  the 
same  right  in  the  premises  that  Schonberg  would  have,  if 
he  were  now  the  party  before  the  Court.  Under  the  cir- 
cumstances disclosed  by  the  evidence,  the  reasonable  infer- 
ence is,  that  Martinetti  did  not  purchase  the  Black  Eook, 
believing  it  to  be  an  original  composition  of  that  name,  but 
rather  that  he  employed  Schonberg,  or  some  other,  to  pro- 
cure a  copy  of  the  Black  Crook,  to  which,  after  making 
some  unessential  changes  upon  it,  he  gave  the  name  of 
Black  Eook.  No  evidence  is  produced  of  the  alleged  pur- 
chase of  the  Black  Eook,  except  the  allegation  to  that  effect 
in  the  bill.  If  Martinetti  had  purchased  an  original  com- 
position, or  what  he  believed  to  be  such  a  composition, 
called  the  Black  Eook,  which  had  been  copyrighted  by  the 
author,  it  is  reasonable  to  infer  that  he  would  have  taken 
an  assignment  of  the  latter's  right  to  himself,  and  have  pro- 
duced it  here  in  evidence  or  accounted  for  its  absence.  The 
omission  to  do  this  tends  strongly  to  disprove  the  allegation 
of  a  purchase  from  Schonberg  by  Martinetti. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  admitted  that  Maguire  has  the 
legal  right  to  exhibit  the  Black  Crook  in  California,  and 
also  that  the  present  exhibition  at  the  Opera  House,  is  being 
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made,  not  from  the  copy  obtained  from  the  author  at  the 
time  of  the  assignment  by  him  to  Maguire,  but  from  a  copy 
of  the  manuscript  which  Martinetti  alleges  that  he  obtained 
from  Schonberg;  and  that  Maguire's  copy  is  now  on  the  way 
here  from  New  York. 

Martinetti's  copy  being  prior  in  point  of  time  to  the  as- 
signment to  Maguire,  if  it  had  been  obtained  by  legitimate 
means,  he  would  have  the  legal  right  to  make  an  exhibition 
or  representation  of  the  play  from  such  copy  as  against  the 
author  or  his  subsequent  assigns.  In  that  case,  such  copy 
would  be  the  literary  property  of  Martinetti,  and  the  obtain- 
ing of  a  copy  of  this  manuscript  by  improper  means — ^with- 
out the  consent  of  Martinetti^ — would  be  a  fraud  upon  him. 
The  purchase  of  this  copy  by  Maguire's  manager  from  Mar- 
tinetti's employee — MeCabe — was  made  under  such  circum- 
stances, that  he  did  not  acquire  any  right  thereby  as  against 
the  lawful  proprietor  of  the  original.  At  the  time  of  the 
sale  McCabe  declined  to  tell  when,  where,  or  how  he  got  the 
copy.  Maguire's  manager  then  knew  that  the  Martinettis 
were  rehearsing  the  spectacle  set  down  therein.  The  mana- 
ger from  these  and  other  circumstances  had  good  reason  to 
believe  that  he  was  purchasing  stolen  property ;  and  whether 
he  believed  so  or  not,  as  such  was  the  fact,  the  effect  is  the 
same. 

But  Martinetti  had  no  literary  property  in  the  copy  which 
he  obtained  from  New  York.  By  literary  property,,  of 
course,  I  mean  property  in  the  composition,  and  not  in  the 
mere  paper.  The  Black  Book,  or  manuscript  in  the 
possession  of  Martinetti,  was  itself  a  plagiarism  of,  or  a 
slightly  disguised  copy  of,  the  Black  Crook.  This  being 
so,  it  was  stolen  property  in  the  same  sense  that  the  copy 
was  which  McCabe  sold  to  Maguire,  and  therefore  Martin- 
etti has  no  literary  property  in  it.  He  is  neither  the 
author,  assignee  or  donee  of  the  play  or  the  manuscript  of 
it.  For  this  reason,  I  am  clear  that  he  cannot  enjoin 
Maguire  from  the  use  of  his  copy,  however  obtained.  In 
this  respect,  both  parties  are  wrong-doers  and  in  pari  di- 
licfo. 
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More  than  this,  I  suppose  that  the  owner  of  a  play  who 
finds  that  a  colorable  imitation  of  it,  or  a  true  copy  surrep- 
tiously  obtained,  is  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  may 
purchase  the  same,  even  if  he  should  know  at  the  tinie  that 
the  person  from  whom  he  is  purchasing  has  obtained  it  from 
another  improperly.  This  may  be  the  easiest 'and  cheapest 
way  of  protecting  his  rights  as  owner.  In  effect  he  is  only 
buying  his  own  property — or  buying  his  peace  instead  of 
going  to  law. 

This,  I  belieTe,  disposes  of  aU  the  grounds  on  which  the 
complainants — Martinetti  et  al. — rely  for  an  injunction,  and 
their  motion  must,  therefore,  be  denied,  with  costs. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  this  play  is  a  "  dramatic  composi- 
tion," within  the  purpose  and  meaning  of  the  act  of  Con- 
gress (4  Stat.  436;  11  Stat.  138),  the  motion  of  the 
complainants — Maguire  et  al. — for  an  injunction  against 
Martinetti  et  al.  should  be  allowed.  But  as  at  present  ad- 
vised, I  do  not  think  it  such  a  composition.  All  the  wit- 
nesses agree— particularly  the  experts — that  the  so-called 
play  of  the  Black  Crook  has  no  originality,  and  that  it 
consists  almost  wholly  of  scenic  effects,  or  representations 
taken  substantially  from  well  known  dramas  and  operas. 
The  evidence  of  W.  B.  Hamilton,  the  stage-manager  of  the 
Metropolitan,  is  explicit  and  satisfactory  on  that  point.  I^e 
has  been  an  actor  since  1828,  in  both  Europe  and  America. 
He  appears  to  be  well  informed  in  what  pertains  to  his  pro- 
fession, and  impressed  me  with  his  fairness  and  candor. 

The  Black  Crook  is  a  mere  spectacle — in  the  language 
of  the  craft  a  spectacular  piece.  The  dialogue  is  very  scant 
and  meaningless,  and  appears  to  be  a  mere  accessory  to  the 
action  of  the  piece — a  sort  of  verbal  machinery  tacked  on 
to  a  succession  of  ballet  and  tableaux..  The  principal  part 
and  attraction  of  the  spectacle  seems  to  be  the  exhibition  of 
women  in  novel  dress  or  no  dress,  and  in  attractive  attitudes 
or  action.  The  closing  scene  is  called  Paradise,  and  as  wit- 
ness Hamilton  expresses  it,  consists  mainly  "  of  women 
lying  about  loose" — a  sort  of  Mohammedan  paradise,  I 
suppose,  with  imitation  grottos  and  unmaidenly  houris. 
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To  call  such  a  spectacle  a  "dramatic  composition"  is  an 
abuse  of  language,  and  an  insult  to  the  genius  of  the  En- 
glish drama.  A  menagerie  of  wild  beasts,  or  an  exhibition 
of  modd  artistes  might  as  justly  be  called  a  dramatic  com- 
position. Like  those,  this  is  a  spectacle,  and  although  it 
may  be  an  attractive  or  gorgeous  one,  it  is  nothing  more. 
In  my  judgment,  an  exhibition  of  women  "  lying  about 
loose"  or  otherwise,  is  not  a  dramatic  composition,  and, 
therefore,  not  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  copyright 
act.  On  this  ground,  the  application  of  Maguire  et  al.  for 
an  injunction  is  denied,  with  costs. 

But,  further,  the  act  of  Congress  provides  that  a  "dram- 
atic composition"  to  be  entitled  to  be  copyrighted,  must  be 
"suited  for  public  representation."  What  is  intended  by 
the  word  ".suited?"  Simply  that  the  composition  is  tech- 
nically adapted  to  the  stage,  and  capable  of  being  produced 
upon  it  ?  While  it  means  this,  I  am  inclined  to  thiak  it- 
means  something  more;  that  to  be  suited  to  public  repre- 
sentation, it  must  he  fit  to  be  represented.  I  do  not  for  a 
moment  suppose  or  pretend  that  Congress  has  the  power  to 
interfere  directly  and  prescribe  a  standard  of  good  morals 
on  this  subject.  But  the  benefit  of  copyright  is  a  privilege 
conferred  by  Congress  in  pursuance  of  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States.  In  conferring  this  privilege  or  monopoly 
upon  authors  and  inventors,  I  suppose  that  it  is  both 
proper  and  constitutional  for  Congress  so  to  legislate,  as  to 
encourage  virtue  and  discourage  immorality. 

Congress  has  power  "to  establish  an  uniform  rule  of 
naturalization."  (Con,  Art.  1,  §8,  sub.  4).  In  exercising 
this  power,  it  has  always  discriminated  in  favor  of  morality, 
by  providing  that  on  the  hearing  of  the  application  for 
citizenship,  the  applicant  must  prove  that  for  five  years 
prior  to  such  application,  "he  has  behaved  as  a  man  of 
good  moral  character."     (2  Stat.  154). 

Besides,  the  power  to  pass  what  are  called  copyright  and 
patent  laws,  or  as  the  constitution  expresses  it,  to  secure 
"  for  limited  times  to  authors  and  inventors  the  exclusive 
right  to  their  respective  writings  and  discoveries,"  is  given 
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not  generally,  but  only  as  a  means  to  this  particular  end — 
"  To  promote  the  proyress  of  science  and  useful  arts."  (Con. 
Art.  I,  §8,  sub.  8).  Hence,  it  expressly  appears  that  Con- 
gress is  not  empowered  by  the  constitution  to  pass  laws  for 
the  protection  or  benefit  of  authors  and  inventors,  except 
as  a  means  of  promoting  the  progress  of  "  science  and  use- 
ful arts."  For  this  reason,  an  invention  expressly  designed 
to  facilitate  the  commission  of  crime,  as  murder,  burglary, 
forgery  or  counterfeiting,  however  novel  or  ingenious, 
could  not  be  patented.  So  with  a  dramatic  composition 
which  is  grossly  indecent,  and  calculated  to  corrupt  the 
morals  of  the  people.  The  exhibition  of  such  a  drama 
neither  "promotes  the  progress  ot  science  or  useful  arts," 
but  the  contrary.  The  constitution  does  not  authorize  the 
protection  of  such  productions,  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed 
that  Congress  intended  to  go  beyond  its  power  in  .this 
respect  to  secure  their  ' '  authors  and  inventors  the  exclusive 
right"  to  the  use  of  them. 

Upon  this  ground,  I  very  much  doubt  whether  the  spec- 
tacle of  the  Black  Crook  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  copy- 
right, even  if  it  were  admitted  that  it  was  a  ' '  dramatic 
composition." 

In  considering  these  questions,  this  Court  does  not  pre- 
tend to  be  the  conservator  of  the  public  morals  in  this 
respect.  That  is  a  matter  for  the  local  legislature.  But 
in  giving  construction  to  the  constitution  and  laws,  when 
legitimately  called  upon  to  do  so,  it  is  the  duty  of  all  Courts 
to  uphold  public  virtue,  and  discourage  and  repel  whatever 
tends  to  impair  it.  Now,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  this 
spectacle  of  the  Black  Crook  only  attracts  attention  as  it 
panders  to  a  prurient  curiosity  or  an  obscene  imagination 
by  very  questionable  exhibitions  and  attitudes  of  the  female 
person.  True,  the  lawfulness  of  such  an  exhibition  depends 
upon  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  takes  place.  But  when 
the  author,  inventor  or  proprietor  thereof  asks  the  power  of 
this  Court  to  protect  him  in  the  exclusive  right  to  make  such 
an  exhibition  under  the  copyright  act,  the  matter  assumes 
a  very  different  aspect. 
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I  am  strongly  impressed  with  the^  conviction  that  an  in- 
junction should  not  be  allowed  in  this  case  on  the  ground 
that" the  Black  Crook  is  not  "suited  for  public  representa- 
tion"— not  fit  to  be  exhibited — within  the  meaning  of  the 
act  of  Congress;  and  on  the  further  ground  that  it  is  not 
withia  the  scope  of  the  power  granted  to  Congress  to  pro- 
tect the  authors  or  inventors  of  such  exhibitions  in  "  the 
exclusive  right"  to  the  use  of  them,  as  they  neither  promote 
the  progress  of  science  or  useful  arts. 

Hall  McAllister,  for  Martinetti  et  cH. 

Aleannder  Campbell,  for  Maguire  et  al. 
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DOE  3  AND  EICHAED  EOE  3. 

In  an  action  ex  delicto,  a,  plea  in  abatement  by  one  defendant,  to  the  effect 
that  the  Court  has  not  jurisdiction  of  his  co-defendant,  is  bad  on  demurrer. 
Such  objection  is  personal,  and  cannot  be  made  by  one  defendant  for 
another.  '  •  i 

An  action  of  ejfectment  against  several  defendants  is  in  effect  a  separate 
action  against  each  of  them,  and  an  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  on  account  of  the  status  of  a  particular  defendant,  can  only  be  taken 
by  such  defendant  for  himself. 

An  allegation  in  a  plea  in  abatement  that  all  the  defendants  in  an  action  are 
not  citizens  of  California,  is  bad  on  demurrer  for  uncertainty;  the  plea 
should  state  which  of  such  defendants  are  not  such  citizens. 

Where  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  are  aliens,  the  judicial  power  of  the 
United  States  does  not  extend  to  the  case,  on  account  of  the  character  of 
the  parties  thereto. 
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Where  the  action  is  between  a  citizen  of  a  State  and  the  subject  of  a  foreign 
State,  the  Court  has  jurisdiction,  on  account  of  the  character  of  the  parties, 
without  reference  to  the  fact  of  which  of  them  is  plaintiff  or  defendant. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  possession  of  a  50-vara  lot 
in  San  Francisco,  on  the  southwest  corner  of  Sacramento 
and  Kearny  streets,  alleged  to  be  worth  1300,000.  Upon 
the  part  of  some  of  the  defendants  there  was  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  on  account  of  the 
status  of  some  others  of  the  defendants,  to  which,  the  plaint- 
iff demurred. 

Deady,  J.  The  complaint  in  this  action  alleges  "that 
the  plaintiff  is  a  citizen  and  actual  resident  and  inhabitant 
of  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  United  States  of  America," 
and  "that  each  and  all  of  the  defendants  *  *  *  are 
citizens  and  residents  of  the  State  of  California." 

There  are  a  large  number  of  defendants.  A  portion  of 
them  plead  in  abatement  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 
One  of  them  pleads  separately,  submitting  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion, but  denying  the  ouster  and  possession.  A  number  of 
the  defendants  do  not  plead  at  all.  To  the  plea  in  abate- 
ment, the  plaintiff  demurs  that  the  matters  therein  pleaded 
are  not  sufficient  to  abate  the  action. 

The  plea  avers  that  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  nor  since,  all  the  defendants  were  not  citizens  of 
the  Stq,te  of  California  or  of  the  United  States,  but  that  Soo 
Chung,  Hip  Hirig,  and  William  Kroning,  are  each  and  all  < 
aliens  and  citizens  and  subjects  of  the  Empire  of  China,  ex- 
cept said  Kroning,  who  is  an  alien. 

The  first  averment  in  this  plea  assumes  that  because  all 
the  defendants  are  not  citizens  of  the  State  of  California, 
the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  any  of  them,  and  further, 
that  the  defendants  joining  in  this  plea,  who  are  citizens  of 
California,  with  one  exception,  may  make  the  objection  that 
their  co-defendants  are  aliens,  although  such  alien  defend- 
ants refuse  to  joia  in  the  plea  but  submit  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion. For  reasons  which  will  appear  hereafter,  I  do  not 
deem  it  necessary  to  absolutely  decide  the  questions  sug- 
gested by  this  statement  of  the  plea.  But  I  think  that  the 
16 
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objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  that  any  of  the 
defendants  has  not  the  status  as  to  citizenship  or  alienage  to 
give  the  Court  jurisdiction  over  him,  can  only  be  made  by 
such  defendant. 

In  an  action  ex  contractu  where  the  defendants  are  jointly 
liable,  such  an  objection  when  taken  by  the  proper  defend- 
ant would  abate  action  as  to  aU,  for  it  must  be  maintained 
as  a  whole  or  fail.  But  the  objection  is  a  personal  privilege 
and  cannot  be  made  by  one  defendant  for  another. 

This  is  an  action  ex  delicto,  without  even  a  community  be- 
tween the  defendants  in  the  wrong  complained  of,  except 
they  happen  to  be  within  the  exterior  lines  of  the 
premises  sought  to  be  recovered.  ■  In  effect,  the  action  is  a 
separate  one  against  each  of  them.  The  defendants  are  en- 
titled to  separate  defences  for  such  parts  of  the  property  as 
they  may  choose  to  defend  for  and  to  have  a  separate  ver- 
dict and  judgment  upon  such  defence.  In  such  case,  the 
objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  on  account  of  the 
status  of  the  defendant,  should  not  be  allowed  to  affect  the 
jurisdiction  as  to  other  defendants. 

An  allegation  that*^all  the  defendants  are  not  citizens  of  the 
State  of  California,  even  although  all  the  defendants  joined 
in  such  plea,  would  be  bad  for  uncertainty,  because  it  would 
not  apprise  the  plaintiff  which  of  such  defendants  were  not 
such  citizens,  so  that  he  could  be  prepared  to  support  the 
controverted  allegation  with  proof. 

But  independent  of  these  considerations,  this  demurrer 
must  be  sustained.     The  plea  is  bad  in  every  respect. 

The  constitution  (Art.  Ill,  §  2)  provides  that  "The  judi- 
cial power  shall  extend  to  aU  *  *  *  controversies  be- 
tween a  State  or  the  citizens  thereof,  and  foreign  States, 
citizens  or  subjects." 

Section  2  of  the  Judiciary  Act  (1  Stat.  78)  provides,  that 
"The  Circuit  Courts  shaU  have  original  cognizance,  concur- 
rent with  the  Courts  of  the  several  States  of  aU  suits  of  a 
civil  nature  at  common  law  or  in  equity,  where  the  matter 
in  dispute  exceeds,  exclusive  of  costs,  the  sum  or  value  of 
five  hundred  dollars,  and  the  United  States  are  plaintiffs  or 
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petitioners,  or  an  alien  is  a  party,  or  the  suit  is  between  a 
citizen  of  tlie  State  where  the  suit  is  brought  apd  a  citizen 
of  another  State." 

It  has  long  since  been  settled  that  an  action  between 
aliens  only  cannot  be  maintained  in  the  Circuit  Court.  That 
the  language  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  giving  jurisdiction  where 
"an  alien  is  a  party,"  must  be  restrained  within  the  terms 
of  the  constitution,  which  only  "extends  the  judicial  power" 
to  an  action  between  an  alien  and  a  citizen  of  a  State  of  the 
United  States.  When  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  are 
aliens,  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  does  not  ex- 
tend to  the  case.  {Montalet  t.  Murray,  4  Oranch,  46;  Moss- 
man  \.  Higginson,  4  Dal.  12;  Piquignot  t.  The  Penn.  Bail- 
way  Co.,  16  How.  104). 

But  the  second  part  of  this  plea  in  abatement  assumes, 
that  if  the  party  defendant  is  an  alien  or  subject  to  a  foreign 
State,  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction.  This  assumption  is 
not  warranted  by  the  constitution  or  Judiciary  Act,  but  is 
in  direct  contradiction  of  both.  If  the  action  is  between  a 
citizen  of  a  State  and  the  subject  of  a  foreign  State,  the 
Court  has  jurisdiction.  It  is  immaterial  which  party  is 
plaintiff  or  which  defendant.  In  Jaclcson  \.  Twentyman  (2 
Pet.  136)  the  Court  says:  "That  by  the  constitution  the  ju- 
dicial power  was  not  extended  to  private  suits  in  which  an 
alien  is  a  party,  unless  a  citizen  he  the  adverse  'party."  The 
case  at  bar  comes  within  the  latter  alternative.  Admitting 
the  facts  as  affirmatively  stated  in  the  plea,  the  Court  has 
jurisdiction,  because  the  plaintiff  is  a  citizen  of  the  State  of 
Massachusetts,  and  the  defendants,  Soo  Chung,  Hip  Hing 
and  Coming,  are  subjects  of  a  foreign  State.  The  action  is 
between  them  and  each  is  the  adversary  of  the  other.  Then, 
whether  these  defendants  are  aU  citizens  of  the  State  of  Cal- 
ifornia, as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  or  a  part  of  them  are 
subjects  of  a  foreign  State,  as  averred  in  the  plea,  it  makes 
no  difference.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  is  undoubted 
in  either  case. 

I  may  add,  that  as  a  question  of  pleading,  the  plea  is  other- 
wise insufficient,  as  to  Kroning.     It  alleges  that  he  is  an 
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alien.  To  allege  that  a  party  is  alien  is  not  sufficient  to  give 
jurisdiction  to  the  Court.  ( Wilson  v.  City  Bank,  3  Sum. 
422).  By  a  party-  of  reasoning  such  an  averment  is  not  suf- 
ficient in  a  plea  of  abatement  for  the  purpose  of  preventinci 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts.  The  language  of  the  consti- 
tution is,  that  the  party  is  a  citizen  or  subject  of  a  foreign 
State.  As  a  matter  of  practice  I  think  the  plea  ought  also 
to  disclose  the  name  of  the  particular  foreign  State  of  which 
the  party  claims  to  be  a  citizen  or  subject,  so  as  to  give  the 
adverse  party  an  opportunity  to  traverse  it. 

The  demurrer  is  sustained,  with  leave  to  the  defendants 
joining  in  the  plea  in  abatement  to  answer  to  the  merits 
within  five  days,  and  upon  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the 
plea  and  demurrer. 

William  T.  Wallace  and  John  B.  Fdton,  for  plaiatiff. 

O.  F.  and  W.  H.  BJiarp,  for  defendants. 


CIRCUIT  COURT,  APRIL  24,  1867. 

THE  MAEIPOSA  CO.  v.  C.  C.  BOWMAN. 

An  illegal  demand  paid  under  duress  of  property  maybe  recovered  back;  but 
real  property  is  not  in  duress  unless  tiere  be  an  illegal  demand'made 
against  the  owner,  coupled  with  a  present  power  or  authority,  in  the  person 
making  such  demand,  to  seU  or  dispose  of  the  same,  if  payment  is  iiot 
made  as  demanded. 

Deady,  J.  The  complaint  states  that  on  November  18, 
1862,  Cyrus  A.  Eastman  obtained  a  decree  in  the  proper 
Court  of  the  State  of  Cabf omiarfor  foreclosure  and  order  of 
sale  of  a  portion  of  the  real  property  known  as  the  Mariposa 
estate ;  and  that  such  portion  of  said  property  was  then 
owned  by  John  C.  Fremont  and  others,  but  that  for  a  year 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action — September  24, 
1866 — such  estate,  including  the  mortgaged  premises,  was 
the  property  of  the  plaintiff— a  foreign  corporation,  formed 
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under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York,  for  the  purpose 
of  mimng  on  such  estate. 

That  while  such  order  of  sale  was  in  the  hands  of  the 
sheriff,  and  before  a  sale  of  the  premises  was  made  there- 
under, the  decree  of  foreclosure  was  duly  paid  and  satisfied, 
but  the  sheriff  afterwards  sold  the  property  in  question 
under  such  order,  and  wholly  disregarded  the  fact  that  the 
amount  due  upon  said  decree  had  been  fully  paid. 

That  at  such  sale  the  defendant  became  the  purchaser, 
and  received  from  the  sheriff  a  certificate  of  sale,  dated 
March  22,  1866,  and  was  about  to  receive  a  deed  from  him 
therefor,  and  that  the  proceedings  were  a  cloud  upon  the 
title  of  the  plaintiff  and  impaired  the  value  of  its  stock. 

That  a  deed  from  the  sheriff  in  pursuance  of  such  pro- 
ceedings would  have  been  a  further  cloud  upon  such  title, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  dispelling  this  cloud 
and  "preventing  the  injury  done  to  it  by  the  acts  and  pro- 
ceedings aforesaid,"  on  September  18,  1866,  paid  to  defend- 
ant the  sum  which  he  pretended  to  have  paid  for  the  property 
at  the  sale — namely,  $38,003.60,  together  with  12  per  centum  ' 
thereon,  and  the  fee  for  the  certificate — $2. 

That  there  was  collusion  between  said  Eastman  and  the 
defendant  in  this — that  defendant  did  not  pay  any  money  on 
account  of  the  purchase,  but  by  an  arrangement  with  East- 
man the  amount  bid  was  credited  on  the  decree,  and  that 
the  defendant  then  knew  that  the  decree  had  been  fully  paid. 

Although  the  fact  is  not  explicitly  stated  in  the  complaint, 
it  must  be  inferred  from  what  appears  therein,  that  the 
plaintiff,  after  the  order  of  sale  was  issued,  succeeded  in 
some  way  to  the  interest  of  Fremont  and  others,  and  thereby 
became  entitled  to  redeem  the  property  from  the  purchaser, 
at  the  sale  aforesaid. 

On  this  state  of  facts  the  plaintiff  claims  that  the  payment 
by  it  to  the  defendant  was  made  under  such  compulsion  as 
entitles  it  to  maintain  this  action  to  recover  back  the  amount 
so  paid. 

The  case  of  the  plaintiff  has  been  presented  with  great  zeal 
and  ability  by  counsel,  but  my  judgment  is  not  convinced. 
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The  leading  case  cited  for  the  plaintiff— ^os^on  and  Sand- 
wich Glass  Co,  V.  CUy  of  Boston  (4  Met.  187) — gives  the  rule 
on  this  subject  as  follows :  "  If  a  party  with  a  full  knowledge 
of  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  voluntarily  pays  money  in  satis- 
faction or  discharge  of  a  demand  unjustly  made  on  him,  he 
cannot  afterwards  allege  such  payment  to  have  been  made 
by  compulsion,  and  recover  back  the  money,  even  though 
he  should  protest,  at  the  time  of  such  payment,  that  he  was 
not  legally  bound  to  pay  the  same.  The  reason  of  the  rule, 
and  its  propriety,  are  quite  obvious,  when  applied  to  a  case 
of  payment  upon  a  mere  demand  of  money,  unaccompanied 
with  any  power  or  authority  to  enforce  such  demand  except 
by  a  suit  at  law.  In  such  case,  if  a  party  would  resist  such 
demand,  he  must  do  so  at  the  threshold.  The  parties  treat 
with  each  other  on  equal  terms,  and  if  litigation  is  intended 
by  the  party  of  whom  the  money  is  demanded,  it  should 
precede  payment.  If  it  were  not  so,  the  effect  would  be  to 
leave  the  party  who  pays  the  money  the  .privilege  of  select- 
ing his  own  time  and  convenience  for  litigation;  delaying  it, 
as  the  case  may  be,  until  the  evidence,  which  the  other  party 
would  have  relied  upon  to  sustain  his  claim,  may  be  lost  by 
the  lapse  of  time  and  the  various  casualties  to  which  human 
affairs  are  exposed.' 

"The  rule  alluded  to,  when  properly  applied,  is  doubtless 
a  salutary  one,  and  is  not  to  be  departed  from,  but  in  cases 
resting  in  a  plain  and  obvious,  distinction  from  such  as  are 
ordinarily  and  familiarly  known  as  embraced  within  it." 

The  Court  then  states  the  exception  as  follows:  "If  there 
be  a  controlling  necessity  in  the  case,  arising  from  the  pe- 
culiar circumstances  under  which  the  money  is  demanded,  the 
rule  does  not  apply." 

The  cases  cited  in  support  of  this  exception  to  the  general 
rule,  are,  where  money  is  extorted  by  duress  of  goods  as 
where  a  party  having  the  plate  of  another  in  pawn,  refuses 
to  deliver  it  to  the  owner,  except  upon  the  payment. of  an 
illegal  demand;  or  where  tonnage  or  light  money  is  illegally 
demanded  by  a  collector  as  a  condition  precedent  to  grant- 
ing a  clearance  to  a  vessel,  or  to  liberate  a  raft  of  lumber 
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detained  to  exact  an  illegal  toll;  "and  generally,  where 
money  is  paid  to  obtain  possession  of  property  which  the  party, 
making  the  illegal  demand,  has  under  his  control,  such  pay- 
ment will  be  considered  compulsory."  {Astley  j.  Reynolds, 
2  Strat.  916;  Bipleyv.  Oehton,  9  John.  201;  Chase  y.  Duoinal, 
1  Green.  134;  Shaw  v.  Woodcock,  7  Barn.  &  Cres.  73;  Mor- 
gan T.  Palmer,  2  Barn.  &  Cres.  729.) 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  facts  were  all  known  to  the  plaintiff 
at  the  time  of  payment.  The  property  alleged  to  be  in 
dnress,  was  in  its  possession  and  still  remains  so.  No  de- 
mand was  made  upon  the  plaintiff  for  money  whatever.  But 
on  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff  as  a  volunteer  came  forward 
and  paid  this  money  to  the  defendant,  for  the  purpose,  at 
most,  of  removing  what  it  deemed  a  cloud  upon  its  title,  or 
preventing  a  further  cloud  from  settling  thereon. 

"While  I  do  not  admit  the  doctrine  contended  for  by  de- 
fendant's counsel,  that  the  duress  of  real  property  is  never 
a  sufficient  compulsion  to  justify  the  payment  of  an  illegal 
demand,  I  think  it  wUl  be  found,  that  a  mere  cloud  upon  the 
title,  or  of  a  threat  to  create  one,  has  never  been  held  to  pro- 
duce such  compulsion.  Suppose  a  case :  a  mechanic  files  a 
hen  upon  the  property  of  A.  The  demand  for  which  the 
lien  is  filed  is  an  illegal  one  in  whole  or  in  part.  So  long  as 
this  claim  remains  of  record  unsatisfied,  it  may  be  said  to  be 
a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  the  owner.  But  that  is  not  a  con- 
troUing  necessity  which  compels  the  owner  to  pay  the  Ulegal 
demand,  and  if  he  does  pay  it  Avith  knowledge  of  the  facts, 
he  cannot  recover  back  the  amount. 

To  make  it  a  case  of  payment  under  compulsion,  there 
must  be  an  illegal  demand,  coupled  with  a  present  power  or 
authority  in  the  person  making  such  demand,  to  sell  or 
dispose  of  the  property,  if  payment  is  not  made  as  de- 
manded. 

The  case  of  a  mortgage  with  a  power  of  sale  by  the  mort- 
gagor without  judicial  proceedings,  or  of  a  mortgagor  ia 
possession  after  condition  broken,  or  of  a  tax  collector  armed 
with  a  warrant  which  authorizes  him  to  distrain  property 
for  taxes,  are  the  leading  instances  given  in  the  books  of 
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duress  of  real  property  wliicli  excuses  the  payment  of  an 
illegal  demand  with  knowledge  of  the  fact. 

Hays  et  al  v.  Hogan  (5  Cal.  241),  is  cited  by  plaintiff  to 
show  that  a  party  paying  money  to  prevent  a  cloud  upon  his 
title  to  real  property,  may  recover  the  amount,  because  paid 
under  compulsion.  , 

In  that  ease  the  defendant  was  proceeding  to  sell  the  prop- 
erty of  the  plaintiff  for  municipal  taxes,  upon  a  warrant 
authorizing  him  to  distrain  for  the  same.  The  Court  held 
that  the  tax  was  illegally  assessed ;  and  this  was  sufficient 
to  justify  the  conclusion  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  back  the  money.  It  is  true  that  the  Court  in  the 
course  of  its  opinion  say,  that  the  plaintiff  paid  his  money 
"to  protect  his  property  from  a  clouded  title;"  but  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  the  expression  was  a  mere  inadvertence. 

The  illegal  collection  or  exaction  of  taxes,  tolls  or  fees, 
by  persons  having  official  position  or  under  color  of  office, 
are  placed  upon  pecxdiar  grounds,  and  for  obvious  reasons. 
Money  paid  upon  a  demand  made  under  such  circumstances, 
has  been  repovered  bstck,  when  as  between  private  parties, 
dealing  upon  equal  terms,  the  action  could  not  have  been 
maintained. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff  was  under  no  such  compulsion. 
At  most,  there  was  but  a  cloud  upon  his  title,  by  reason  of 
the  sale  and  sheriff's  certificate.  The  money  was  not  paid 
to  prevent  this,  for  it  was  already  a  fact  accomplished.  True 
a  conveyance  from  the  sheriff  to  the  defendant  would  follow 
in  six  months,  unless  the  plaintiff  redeemed,  by  the  pay- 
ment to  the  former  of  the  purchase  money.  But  the  de- 
fendant did  not  demand  this  money  of  the  plaintiff  and 
could  not  collect  it  by  law.  The  plaintiff  having  volimteered 
to  become  the  successor  in  interest  to  the  judgment  debtor, 
sought  to  redeem  the  property  from  the  effects  of  the  sale.  , 
This  was  a  privilege  which  the  law  gave  it, 'to  be  exercised 
or  not  at  its  own  option.     The  plaintiff  was  the  actor. 

Under  these  circumstances,  one  of  two  courses  was  open  to 
it ;  either  to  resist  the  procpedings  founded  on  the  sale,  on  the 
ground  of  its  illegality,  or  to  submit  to  them  and  redeem. 
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In  the  former  case  the  plaintiff  could  have  had  the  sale 
set  aside  and  the  order  therefor  returned.  The  Court,  where 
the  proceedings  were  pending,  had  control  over  its  officer 
and  process,  and  upon  the  facts  alleged  would  undoubtedly 
have  given  the  plaintifif  relief.  Amd,  in  any  event,  it  might 
have  brought  a  suit  in  equity  to  set  aside  the  conveyance 
and  sale  as  illegal  and  a  cloud  upon  its  title. 

But  the  plaintiff,  instead  of  resisting  this  claim  at  the 
threshold,  chose  to  pay  the  defendant  the  purchase  money 
and  redeem.  Having  made  its  election,  without  such  com- 
pulsion as  makes  the  payment  in  contemplation  of  law  invol- 
untary, it  must  abide  the  result,  and  cannot  recover  the 
money  back. 

The  demurrer  to  the  complaint  is  sustained. 


John  B.  Felton,  for  plaintiff. 
Clarke  &  Carpentier,  for  defendant. 
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JOHN  McCALL  v.'  IE  WEST  McDOWELL  AND  CHAELES 
D.  DOUGLASS. 

In  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  where  the  arrest  complained  of  was  il- 
legal, but  was  caused  by  the  defendant,  while  acting  as  commanding  officer 
of  a  military  department  of  the  United  States,  without  malice  or  intention 
to  injure  or  oppress  the  plaintiff,  but  from  good  motives  and  considerations 
involving  the  public  peace  and  safety,  the  plaintiff  is  only  entitled  to  re- 
cover compensatory  damages. 

The  defendant  having  caused  the  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  a  civilian  and  not  amenable  to  military  law,  it  was  his  duty  to 
make  provision  against  his  being  trestted  with  undue  harshness  and  sever- 
ity, or  subjected  to  any  treatment  or  discipline  not  necessary  and  proper  to 
restrain  him  of  his  liberty  for  the  time  being,  and  having  failed  to  do  so, 
and  suffered  the  plaintiff  to  be  confined  in  the  guard  house  with  drunken 
soldiers,  and  to  be  compelled  to  labor  in  common  with  military  culprits, 
the  damages  for  the  false  imprisonment  must  be  enhanced  on  account  of 
such  treatment. 

In  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  the  defendant  by  his  gross  and  incen- 
diary language  on  the  news  of  the  assassination  of  Abraham  Lincoln,  the 
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President  of  the  United  States,  having  provoked  his  arrest,  though  the 
same  was  illegal,  such  provocation  must  be  taken  into  account  in  mitiga- 
tion of  damages. 

A  military  subordinate  is  not  liable  in  damages  for  making  an  illegal  arrest, 
if  he  acted  in  pursuance  of  an  order  from  his  superior,  which  was  legal  on 
its  face;  the  liability  for  the  false  imprisonment  is  confined  to  the  officer 
who  gave  the  order. 

Congress  is  the  exclusive  judge  of  "  toAen  in  cases  of  rebellion  or  invasion  " 
the  public  service  requires  the  suspension  of  "  the  privilege  of  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus;"  in  such  case  it  may  suspend  the  privilege  of  the  writ  gen- 
eraUy  or  in  particular  cases;  and  it  may  suspend  it  directly,  or  it  may  com- 
mit the  matter  within  the  proper  limits,  to  the  judgment  of  the  President 
of  the  United  States. 

The  practical  object  of  suspending  the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
being  to  permit  and  authorize  the  arbitrary  arrest  and  imprisonment  of 
persons  against  whom  no  legal  crime  can  be  proved,  but  who  may  never- 
theless be  actively  engaged  in  fomenting  the  rebellion  or  inviting  the  in- 
vasion to  the  imminent  danger  of  the  republic,  it  follows  as  a  necessary 
consequence,  that  under  the  power  "to  make  all  laws  which  shall  be  ne- 
cessary and  proper  to  carry  into  execution ' '  the  power  of  suspension,  Con- 
gress may  pass  any  law  necessary  and  proper  to  secure  or  obtain  this  end, 
unless  expressly  prohibited  therefrom  by  the  constitution  itself. 

Congress  has  power  to  protect  officers  and  persons  engaged  or  concerned  in 
making  arbitrary  arrests  and  imprisonments,  or  arrests  or  imprisonments 
without  ordinary  legal  warrant  or  cause,  under  the  authority  or  in  pursu- 
ance of  an  act  suspending  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  by  the  passage  of  laws 
indemnifying  such  officers  and  persons  against  the  ordinary  legal  conse- 
quences thereof,  or  declaring  that  they  shall  not  be  liable  to  an  action  or 
other  legal  proceeding  therefor. 

Semble,  that  an  act  suspending  the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  is 
itself  a  protection  to  the  officers  or  persons  engaged  in  making  arrests  and 
imprisonments  thereunder,  against  any  action  or  proceeding  therefor  by 
the  party  arrested  or  imprisoned. 

The  President  of  the  United  States  has  no  power  to  suspend  the  privilege  of 
the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  except  as  authorized  and  directed  by  Congress, 
and  therefore  the  proclamation  of  September  24,  1862  (13  Stat.  730),  so  far 
as  it  undertakes  to  suspend  such  privilege,  was  unauthorized  and  Void. 

The  act  of  Congress  of  March  3,  1863  (12  Stat.  755),  authorizing  the  Presi- 
dent to  suspend  the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  the  procla- 
mation of  September  15,  1863  (13  Stat.  134),  suspending  the  same  in  cer- 
tain oases  in  pursuance  of  said  act,  do  not  justify  or  protect  the  defendant 
in  causing  the  arbitrary  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff,  because 
not  done  in  pursuance  of  the  special  authority  or  order  of  the  President  as 
by  said  act  provided,  but  by  the  defendant  of  his  own  will  and  judgment, 
as  a  matter  necessary  as  he  conceived  to  preserve  the  public  peace  in  his 
department. 

Neither  does  the  act  of  May  11,  1866  (14  Stat.  46)  furnish  a  defence  to  the 
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aetiofi  for  the  false  imprisonment  by  the  plaintiff,  because  in  causing  the 
aiTest  and  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiflf,  the  defendant  di^  not  act  under 
the  order  of  ' '  the  President  or  Secretary  of  War  ' '  or  other  person,  but  in 
obedience  to  what  was  deemed  public  necessity. 

This  was  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  and  by  the 
stipulation  of  the  parties  was  tried  by  the  Court  without  the 
intervention  of  a  jury.  The  facts  in  the  case  are  fully  stated 
in  the  following  findings-of  the  Court : 

First — ^That  on  June  1,  1865,  the  defendant,  Charles  T>. 
Douglass,  was  a  captain  in  the  army  of  the  United  States, 
then  serving  in  the  State  of  California,  and  that  such  de- 
fendant as  such  captain  was  then  acting  as  commander  at  a 
military  post,  called  Fort  Wright,  in  the  county  of  Mendo- 
cino, and  State  aforesaid. 

Second — That  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  Potter 
Yalley,  in  the  day  time,  on  the  public  highway,  in  the  county 
and  State  aforesaid,  the  defendant  Douglas  did  order  and 
cause  the  arrest'  and  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff  John 
McCaU,  for  the  space  of  thirteen  days;  and  that  said  deS 
fendant  during  the  term  of  said  imprisonment,  did  convey 
and  transport  the  said  plaintiff,  in  close  custody,  under  a 
military  guard,  by  the  usual  means  of  transportation,  by 
land  and  sea,  to  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  in  the  State  afore- 
said, a  distance  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  miles. 

Third— 'Yh.&i  the  defendant,  Douglas,  on  June  13,  1865, 
at  San  Francisco  aforesaid ;  did  deliver  the  plaintiff  into 
the  custody  of  the  Provost  Marshal  of  the  United  States, 
where  his  hands  were  confined  and  manacled,  and  from 
whence  the  said  plaintiff  was,  by  order  of  said  Provost  Mar- 
shal, transported  in  close  custody,  under  a  military  guard, 
to  a  military  post  and  fort,  called  Fort  Alcatraz,  situate  upon 
Alcatraz  Island,  in  the  county  of  San  Francisco,  and  State 
aforesaid. 

Fourth— Th.a.t  said  plaintiff  was  kept  a  prisoner  in  close 
custody,  without  manacles,  under  a  military  guard,  in  said 
Fort  Alcatraz  for  the  space  of  six  days,  and  during  such  im- 
prisonment was  compelled  and  required  by  ftie  persons 
having  him  in   custody  at  said  Fort  Alcatraz,  to  perform 


236  DISTEICT  OF  CALIFOENIA, 

Jolm  McCall  v.  Irwin  McDowell^ 

— : : -* .^-^ 

manual  labor,  in  common  with  prisoners  belonging  to  tbe 
military  forces  of  the  United  States  then  confined  at  said 
fort,  as  a  punishment  for  military  offences. 

Mfth — That  during  the  years  1864  and  1865  the  defendant, 
Irving  McDowell,  was  a  brigadier-general  in  the  regular 
army  of  the  United  States  and  a  major-general  of  volunteers 
in  the  military  seryicq  of  the  United  States ;  and  that  during 
such  years  such  defendant  was  the  commander  of  the  mili- 
tary department  of  the  United  States,  known  as  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Pacific,  which  department  included  the  States 
of  California,  Oregon  and  Nevada,  and  the  Territory  of 
Washington,  and  that  said  State  of  California  was  a  separate 
district  of  said  department,  and  under  the  immediate  super- 
vision of  a  district  commander — Gen.  Wright. 

Sixth— Tha.t  on  April  17,  1865,  the  defendant,  McDowell, 
caused  to  be  issued  the  following  order: 

Headquaetees  Department  of  the  Pacipic,  ) 
San  Feancisco,  Cal.,  April  17,  1865.       ) 
Geneeal  Oedee  No.  27. 

It  has  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  major-general  com- 
manding, that  there  have  been  found  within  the  department, 
persons  so  utterly  infamous  as  to  exult  over  the  assassination 
of  the  President.  Such  persons  become  virtually  accesso- 
ries after  the  fact,  and  will  at  once  be  arrested  by  any  officer 
or  provost  marshal  or  member  of  the  police  having  knowl- 
edge of  the  case. 

Any  paper  so  offending  or  expressing  any  sympathy  in  any 
way  whatever  with  the  act,  will  be  at  once  seized  and  sup- 
pressed. 

By  command  of  Major-General  McDowell. 

E.  C.  Deum,  Assistant  Adjutant-General. 

Seventh— Tha.i  at  the  date  of  such  General  Order  No.  27, 
the  populace  of  San  Francisco  was  in  a  highly  excited  and 
tumultuous  condition^  on  account  of  the  assassination  therein 
referred  to,  and  had  already  proceeded  to  commit  acts  of 
violence  d|)on  the  property  of  persons  known  to  sympathize 
or  suspected  of  sympathizing  with  the  then  existing  rebel- 
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lion  by  tlie  "Confederate  States,"  against  the  United  States, 
and  still  threatened  in  large  numbers  and  with  imposing 
force  to  continue  such  violence  against  both  the  persons  and 
property  of  such  sympathizers.  That  it  then  seemed  highly 
probable  that  such  excitement  and  disorder  would  extend 
throughout  the  department  and  result  in  unlawful  strife  and 
Tiolence,.  destructive  to  the  lives  and  property  of  the  people, 
unless  the  military  authority  (which  alone  possessed  the 
physical  power)  should  summarily  interfere  to  remove  and 
restrain  persons  who  should  make  themselves  obnoxious  to 
the  popular  sentiment  by  such  exultations ;  and  that  such 
order  was  made  and  issued  by  the  defendant,  McDowell, 
reluctantly,  and  at  the  solicitation  and  upon  the  urgent 
request  and  advice  of  prominent  and  responsible  citizens  of 
San  Francisco,,  for  the  reasons  and  causes  above  stated,  as  a 
means  of  preventing  popular  tumult  and  violence,  and  of 
preserving  the  public  peace  and  order,  and  not  from  any  de- 
sire or  purpose  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant,  McDowell, 
to  molest,  injure  or  oppress  the  plaintiff  herein,  or  any  other 
person,  and  without  any  malice  or  ill  wiU  towards  the  said 
plaintifif,  or  any  other  person  whomsoever. 

EigMh — That  during  the  progress  and  existence  of  the 
rebellion  aforesaid,  and  at  the  date  of  Order  No.  27,  it  had 
been  and  was  deemed  necessary  by  the  proper  authorities  to 
maintain  and  keep  an  organized  military  force  throughout 
such  department,  to  discourage  and  prevent  acts  of  hostility 
therein,  against  the  authority  and  power  of  the  United 
States,  and  in  aid  of  the  rebellion  aforesaid ;  and  that  the 
defendant,  McDowell,  when  he  issued  Order  No.  27  as  afore- 
said, had  good  reason  to  believe,  and  did  believe  that  the 
peace  and  security  of  the  department  aforesaid  would  be 
seriously  endangered  unless  public  disturbances,  growing 
out  of  the  conflicting  sympathies  and  antipathies  engendered 
by  the  rebellion  aforesaid  and  the  war  for  itsgsuppression, 
were  prevented  or  promptly  put  down,  and  all  causes  or  pre- 
texts therefor  removed. 

Ninth — That  the  plaintiff  herein  was  a  native  bom  Ameri- 
can citizen,  and  that  duringthe  month  of  April,  1865,  and 
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prior  tliereto,  and  at  tlie  date  of  the  arrest  aforesaid,  was  a 
resident  of  Potter  Valley  aforesaid,  and  was  then  and  there 
engaged  in  farming  and  stock  rearing,  and  that  said  plaintiff, 
on  the  public  highway,  in  the  day  time,  at  Potter  Valley 
aforesaid,  on  ^ril  20,  1865,  did  publicly  declare  and  say — 
"That  Lincoln  (thereby  meaning  the  late  President  of  the 
United  States)  was  shot,  and  that  the  damned  0I4  son  of  a 
bitch  should  have  been  shot  long  ago,  and  that  some  more 
of  his  kind  would  go  the  same  way  shortly."  And  that  the 
said  plaintiff  on  the  public  highway,  in  the  day  time,  at  Pot- 
ter Valley  aforesaid,  on  April  29,  1865,  did  publicly  declare 
and  say:  "That  he  did  not  believe  that  Gen.  Lee  had  sur- 
rendered, and  believed  that  Gen.  Lee  was  still  carrying  on 
the  war ;  and  that  he  did  not  believe  for  a  long  time  after 
hearing  of  the  President's  assassination  that  it  was  true; 
and  said  I  am  only  afraid  that  it  is  not  so — if  three  or  four 
more  of  the  leaders  of  'the  abolition  party  were  kiUed,  it 
would  be  a  good  thing,  as  it  would  be  the  downfall  of  that 
party."  ^     . 

lenth — That  the  defendant,  Douglass,  arrested  and  im- 
prisoned the  plaintiff,  as  above  stated,  in  obedience  to  Gen- 
eral Order  No.  27,  aforesaid;  and  because,  before  making 
such  arrest,  the  said  defendant  had  information  upon  oath 
that  the  plaintiff  herein  had  uttered  the  words  above  men- 
tioned, as  spoken  by  him  on  April  29,  1865;  and  also,  that 
said  defendant  had  information  upon  oath,  upon  the  day  of 
making  such  arrest,  but  some  hours  thereafter,  liiat  the 
plaintiff  herein  had  uttered  the  words  above  mentioned,  as 
spoken  by  him  on  April  20,  1865,  and  not  from  any  desire 
or  purpose  upon  the  part  of  the  said  defendant,  Douglass, 
to  molest,  injure  or  oppress  the  plaiutiff  herein,  and  without 
any  malice  or  iU  wiU  towards  the  said  plaintiff  whatever. 

Eleventh — That  the  defendant,  McDowell,  did  not  procure, 
advise  or  c^se  the  arrest,  imprisonment  or  detention  of  the 
plaintiff,  otherwise  than  as  above  stated;  and  that  said  de- 
fendant subsequently  issued  an  order,  in  obedience  to  which 
the  said  plaintiff  was  removed  and  discharged  from  Fort 
Alcatraz,  as  above  stated,  and  turned  over  to  the  civil  au- 
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thority,  to-wit :  the  United  States  Marshal  for  the  district  of 
California,  and  that  said  plaintiff  was  then  and  there  by  said 
marshal  taken  before  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  district  aforesaid,  when  and  where  said  plaintiff  was 
by  the  order  of  said  Court  set  at  liberty,  he  first  taking  the 
oath  of  allegiance  to  the  United  States  Government,  as  by 
act  of  Congress  provided,  entitled  "an  act  relating  to  habeas 
corpus,  and  regulating  judicial  proceedings  in  certain  cases," 
approved  March  3,  1863.     (12  Stat.  755.)- 

Twelfth — That  the  plaintiff  during  his  arrest  and  imprison- 
ment as  aforesaid,  and  on  account  thereof,  was  obliged  to 
expend  the  sum  of  $110  in  money,  of  which  said  sum  he 
paid  $25  to  an  attorney  for  services  rendered  to  him  in  and 
about  the  matter  of  his  discharge  from  such  imprisonment; 
and  that  the  said  plaintiff  did  not  sustain  any  special  injury 
to  his  person  or  property  by  reason  of  such  arrest  and  im- 
prisonment. 

Thirteenth — That  for  and  on  account  of  the  loss  of  time 
and  absence  from  home  caused  to  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of 
such  arrest  and  imprisonment,  and  for  aid  on  account  of  the 
injury  to  his  feelings  and  the  bodily  suffering  and  anxiety  of 
miad  necessarily  resulting  therefrom,  the  Court  assesses  the 
damages  of  the  plaintiff,  in  addition  to  the  sum  above  men- 
tioned, at  the  sum  of  $500. 

And  the  Court  finds,  as  a  conclusion  of  law  from  the 
premises,  that  the  defendant,  Douglass,  is  not  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  as  he  hath  complained  against  him,  and  that  such 
defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  in  bar 
of  this  action,  and  for  his  costs  and  expenses  in  this  behalf 
sustaiaed.  And  the  Court  further  finds,  as  aforesaid,  that 
the  defendant,  Irving  McDowell,  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  as 
he  hath  complained  against  him,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  have  judgment  against  said  last  named  defendant 
for  the  sum  of  $635  damages,  and  his  costs  and  expenses  in 
this  behalf  sustained. 

Deady,  J.  On  the  trial  of  the  issue  in  this  action,  the  de- 
fendants were  allowed  to  give  evidence  of  the  circumstances 
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attending  the  promulgation  of  Order  No.  27,  ancl  the  conse- 
■  quent  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff,  not  as  a  justi- 
fication, but  in  mitigation  of  damages.  From  the  evidence 
"the  Court  has  found  the  fact  to  be,  that  the  defendant,  Mc- 
Do'rt%ll,  issued  the  order  which  led  to  the  arrest  and  im- 
prisonment complained  of,  without  malice  or  any  intention 
to  injure  or  oppress  the  plaintiff,  but  from  good  motives  and 
considerations  involving  the  public  peace  and  safety;  and 
also,  that  the  defendant,  Douglass,  acted  in  the  premises 
without  malice  or  evil  intention,  but  in  obedience  to  the  or- 
der of  his  superior,  and  upon  satisfactory  information  that 
the  plaintiff's  conduct  had  brought  him  within  the  purview 
of  the  order.  These  facts,  although  not  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  legal  justification  of  the  conduct  of 'the  defendants, 
are  to  be  considered  in  estimating  the  amount  of  damages 
which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  Recover.  The  acts  com- 
plained of,  being  done  without  the  authority  of  law,  the 
plaintiff,  as  a  matter  of  law,  is  entitled  to  recover  some  dam- 
ages therefor.  But  vindictive  or  exemplary  damages  are 
only  given  where  it  appears  that  the  wrong  complained  of 
was  done  with  an  evil  intention  or  from  a  bad  motive.  In 
the  present  case,  no  such  intention  or  motive  can  be  at- 
tributed or  imputed  to  either  of  the  defendants.  It  follows 
that  the  plaintiff  is  only  entitled  to  recover  damages  for  the 
necessary  consequences  of  the  act  complained  of — ^what  the 
law  calls  compensatory  damages. 

StUl,  what  are  merely  compensatory  damages,  in  a  case 
like  this,  is  difficult  of  determination,  and  is,  after  all,  a 
matter  of  opinion,  not  to  say  conjecture,  rather  than  direct 
proof.  The  only  loss  which  the  plaintiff  sustained,  that  can 
be  at  all  accurately  computed  and  compensated  in  money,  is 
his  loss  of  time  and  expenses.  What  his  time  was  worth 
does  not  directly  appear,  and  can  only  be  inferred  from  his 
occupation  and  position  in  life.  Allowing  him  for  this,  at 
the  rate  of  five  doUars  per  day  for  twenty-one  days,  which 
includes  the  two  days  that  he  was  in  the  custody  of  the  civil 
authorities,  would  make  the  sum  of  $105,  which  added  to 
his  expenses  and  counsel  fees,  would  amount  to  $215.    In 
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estimating  tte  damages  of  the  plaintiff,  beyond  tMs  amount, 
there  is  no  guide  but  the  judgment,  and  the  rule  that  they 
are  to  be  giveq  as  a  compensation  to  the  plaintiff,  and  not 
as  a  punishment  of  the  defendants  or  an  example  to  others. 
In  estimating  the  damages  of  the  plaintiff  beyond  his  ex- 
penses and  loss  of  time,  I  have  been  materially  influenced 
by  the  facts,  that  while  in  the  custody  of  the  provost  marshal 
in  San  Francisco,  he  was  confined  one  night  in  the  common 
guard  house  in  company  with  drunken  soldiers,  and  that 
while  he  was  in  custody  at  Fort  Alcatraz  he  was  compelled 
to  labor  in  common  with  military  culprits.  The  treatment 
of  the  plaintiff  in  these  respects,  was,  to  say  the  least,  op- 
pressive and  uncalled  for.  True,  it  does  not  appear  that 
this  was  done  with  the  knowledge  or  approbation  of  the  de- 
fendant, McDowell,  but,  so  far  as  appears,  it  would  seem 
that  he  did  not  expect  or  intend  that  "political  prisoners" 
should  be  required  to  labor  whUe  at  Fort  Alcatraz.  The 
plaintiff  was  not  in  the  actual  custody  of  the  defendant,  Mc- 
Dowell, but  of  his  subordinate,  and  his  treatment  in  these 
respects  was  the  direct  act  of  the  latter  and  not  the  former. 
Yet,  McDowell,  having  caused  the  arrest  and  imprisonment, 
ought  to  be  held  responsible  for  whatever  injuries  and  in- 
dignities the  plaintiff  suffered  thereby,  in  consequence  of  his 
neglect  or  omission  to  provide  against  the  same.  The  pro- 
vost marshal's,  office  and  Alcatraz  were  within  the  command 
and  under  the  authority  of  McDowell,  and  having  caused 
the  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff,  he  should  have  taken  some 
precaution  to  prevent  his  being  treated  with  undue  harsh- 
ness and  severity  while  in  custody  at  these  places.  In  Z>ots- 
man  v.  Wilkes  (12  How,  405),  which  was  an  action  brought 
by  a  marine  against  Commodore  Wilkes,  for  illegal  imprison- 
ment in  a  jail  at  Honolulu,  the  Supreme  Court  say,  that  "it 
was  his  duty,  through  proper  and  trustworthy  oficers,  to  in- 
quire into  his  situation  and  treatment,  and  to  see  that  it  was 
not  cruel  or  barbarous  in  any  respect."  It  is  proper  to  add 
that  the  Court  held  Wilkes  to  something  more  than  the  ordi- 
nary responsibility  of  a  commanding  officer  in  that  respect, 
because  "he  had  placed  him  out  of  the  protection  which  the 
17 
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ordinary  place  of  confinement  on  shipboard  afforded,  in  a 
prison  belonging  to  and  under  the  control  of  an  uncivilized 
people."  So  it  appears  to  me  in  this  case,  the  plaintiff  being 
a  private  citizen,  not  belonging  to  the  military  forces,  nor 
under  condemnation  as  a  criminal,  when  the  defendant,  Mc- 
Dowell, caused  him  to  be  imprisoned  with  military  culprits 
and  persons  subject  to  military  law  and  discipline,  it  was  his 
duty  to  provide  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  confounded 
with  them  and  treated  like  them.  And  although,  as  I  have 
said,  I  am  satisfied  that  the  defendant,  McDowell,  neither 
expected  or  intended  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  subject  to 
any  treatment  or  discipline  beyond  what  was  necessary  and 
proper  to  restrain  him  of  his  liberty  for  the  time  being,  yet 
as  such  treatment  and  discipline  were  among  the  probable 
consequences  of  the  plaintiff's  confinement,  when  and  where 
it  took  place,  if  not  provided  against  by  the  department  com- 
mander, I  think  he  must  be  held  responsible  for  it. 

In  considering  the  question  of  damages  I  have  also  taken 
into  account  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff,  which  directly  pro- 
voked his  arrest.  I  refer  to  the  gross  and  incendiary  lan- 
guage uttered  by  him  on  the  public  highway,  on  April  20 
and  29.  Of  course  I  do  not  mean  to  assert  that  the  utter- 
ance of  these  words  by  the  plaintiff,  as  the  law  then  stood 
and  stiU  stands,  was  technically  a  crime.  Such  utterance 
did  not  constitute  a  crime,  and  therefore  was  not  a  legal 
cause  of  arrest.  Yet  in  actions  for  injuries  to  the  person, 
the  misconduct  of  the  plaintiff  by  which  such  injury  is  pro- 
voked is  always  considered  in  mitigation  of  damages.  (2 
Green.  Ev.  §  267.)  Mere  words  do  not  constitute  an  assault, 
and  therefore  will  not  justify  a  battery,  yet  when  the  words 
are  calculated  to  provoke  and  do  provoke  the  battery,  they 
may  be  given  in  evidence  to  mitigate  the  damages.  If  one 
calls  another  a  liar,  this  does  not  justify  an  assault  by  the 
insulted  party;  yet  if  an  assault  follow  in  consequence  of  the 
insult,  the  provocation  must  be  considered  in  estimating  the 
damages.  This  rule,  it  seems  to  me,  may  be  properly  ap- 
plied in  fhis  case.  If  the  plaintiff  had  uttered  these  words 
in  the  immediate  presence  of  Gen.  McDowell,  and  the  latter 
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had  knocked  him  down  on  the  instant,  the  law  would  have 
allowed  the  proTOcation  to  be  shown  in  mitigation  of  the 
damages  resulting  from  the  illegal  blow.  In  this  case  the 
arrest  and  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff,  although  without 
auttiority  of  law,  was,  I  may  say,  procured  and  provoked  by 
conduct  on  his  part  at  once  dangerous  and  disgraceful,  and 
well  calculated  at  that  moment  of  intense  public  feeling  and 
anxiety,  to  have  brought  harm  on  himself  and  trouble  to  the 
community.  Talk  and  reason  as  we  will  about  the  liberty 
of  speech,  something  is  due  to  society  from  every  reasonable 
being  who  enjoys  its  protection  and  privileges.  At  least,  in 
such  an  hour  of  public  sorrow  and  alarm  as  that  which  fol- 
lowed the  assassination  of  the  President  of  the  republic, 
during  the  dangers  of  a  civil  war,  the  plaintiff,  whatever  his 
political  prejudices  or  opinions,  should  have  bridled  his 
tongue  so  far  as  not  to  exult  at  the  calamity  of  the  nation, 
or  mock  at  its  fear. 

I  do  not  forget  that  on  the  trial  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  questioned  the  fact,  whether  the  plaintiff  used  the 
language  attributed  to  him  by  the  witnesses,  Purcell  and 
Hale.  The  affidavits  of  these  persons,  upon  which  the  ar- 
rest was  made,  have  been  read  in  evidence,  and  Hale,  the 
witness  to  the  words  uttered  on  April  20,  comes  upon  the 
stand,  in  the  presence  of  the  plaintiff,  and  testifies  to  the 
same  effect  as  in  his  affidavit.  There  was  nothing  in  the  ap- 
pearance or  manner  of  the  witness  calculated  to  detract  from 
his  credibility.  There  was  no  contradictory  testimony  upon 
the  point,  either  direct  or  circumstantial,  and  the  Court  sit- 
ting as  a  trier  of  the  fact,  could  not  have  found  it  otherwise. 
But  another  circumstance  makes  it  absolutely  certain  that 
ftie  plaintiff  substantially  uttered  the  words  imputed  to  him 
by  these  witnesses,  as  the  Court  has  found.  On  the  trial, 
the  plaintiff  was  in  Court  and  was  examined  as  a  witness  in 
his  own  behalf,  yet  his  counsel  forebore  to  interrogate  him 
upon  this  point.  The  natural  and  irresistible  inference  from 
this  omission  is,  that  the  plaintiff  was  conscious  of  the  truth 
of  the  charge,  and  was  too  honest  to  deny  it  if  he  had  been 
examined  concerning  it. 
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In  a  case  of  so  much  importance  as  this,  and  being  tried 
without  a  jury,  I  hare  deemed  it  proper  and  due  to  myself 
to  submit  the  foregoing  suggestions  concerning  the  conclu- 
sions of  fact  found,  before  proceeding  to  consider  the  ques- 
tions of  law  arising  thereon. 

This  action  has  been  tried  upon  the  assumption,  that 
Douglass  is  equally  liable  with  McDowell,  for  the  arrest  of 
the  plaintiff.  Granting  this,  his  liability  cannot  be  extended 
beyond  the  time  when  he  deliTered  him  to  the  provost  mar- 
shal in  San  Francisco.  The  imprisonment,  so  far  as  Douglass 
is  concerned,  then  terminated.  He  did  no  further  act  in 
the  premises,  and  he  had  no  authority  over  those  who  did, 
nor  is  he  in  any  sense  responsible  for  what  happened  to  the 
plaintiff  thereafter.  If  the  plaintiff  had  been  killed  by  the 
guard  while  at  'Alcatraz,  the  defendant,  Douglass,  could  as 
well  be  held  liable  for  it,  as  for  the  imprisonment  which  the 
plaintiff  suffered  there.  But  I  am  not  satisfied  that  Douglass 
ought  to  be  held  liable  to  the  plaintiff  at  aU.  He  acted  not 
as  a  volunteer,  but  as  a  subordinate  in  obedience  to  the  or- 
der of  his  superior.  Except  in  a  plain  case  of  excess  of  au- 
thority, where  at  first  blush-  it  is  apparent  and  palpable  to- 
the  copamonest  understanding  that  the  order  is  illegal,  I 
cannot  but  think,  that  the  law  should  excuse  the  military 
subordinate  when  acting  in  obedience  to  the  orders  of  his 
commander.  Otherwise  he  is  placed  in  the  dangerous 
dilemma  of  being  liable'  in  damages  to  third  persons  for 
obedience  to  an  order  or  to  the  loss  of  his  commission  and 
disgrace  for  disobedience  thereto.  If  Douglass  is  liable  to 
the  plaintiff',  so  is  every  private  soldier  who  constituted  his 
guard  from  Potter  Yalley  to  San  Francisco,  and  even  the 
almost  unconscious  sentry  who  stood  guard  at  the  prison  (»f 
Alcatraz.  Yet  there  was  no  alternative  for  either  Douglass 
or  these  soldiers,  but  to  do  as  they  did,  or  refuse  obedience 
to  their  lawful  superiors,  in  a  matter  of  which  they  were  in- 
capable of  judging  correctly,  at  the  peril  of  disgrace  and 
punishment  to  themselves.  The  first  duty  of  a  soldier  is 
obedience,  and  without  this  there  can  be  neither  discipline 
nor  efficiency  in  an  army.     If  every  subordinate  officer  and 
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soldier  were  at  liberty  to  question  tlie  legality  of  tlie  orders 
of  the  commander,  and  obey  them  or  not  as  they  might  con- 
sider them  valid  or  invalid,  the  camp  would  be  turned  intb- 
a  debating  school,  where  the  precious  moment  for  action 
would  be  wasted  in  wordy  conflicts  between  the  advocates 
of  conflicting  opinions. 

In  Martin  v.  Mott  (12  Wheaton,  30,)  a  question  arose  as 
to  whether  the  President  had  authority  to  call  out  the  militia 
in  a  particular  exigency.  A  drafted  militia  man  had  refused 
to  be  mustered  into  the  service  of  the  United  States,  because, 
as  he  alleged,  the  President  had  made  the  order  in  a  case 
not  contemplated  by  the  Act  of  Congress  under  which  he 
professed  to  act.  The  Supreme  Court  held,  "  that  the 
authority  to  decide  whether  the  exigency  had  arisen,  be- 
longs exclusive!^  to  the  President,  and  that  his  decision  is 
conclusive  upon  all  other  persons."  The  reasoning  of  the 
Court  in  support  of  this, conclusion  is  peculiarly  in  point 
upon  this  branch  of  the  case  at  bar : 

"  The  power  itself  is  to  be  exercised  upon  sudden  emer- 
gencies, upon  great  occasions  of  state,  and  under  circum- 
stances which  may  be  vital  to  the  existence  of  the  Union. 
A  prompt  and  unhesitating  obedience  to  orders  is  indispen- 
sable to  a  complete  attainment  of  the  object.  The  service 
is  a  military  service,  and  the  command  of  a  military  nature; 
and  in  such  cases,  every  delay,  and  every  obstacle  to  an 
efficient  and  imniediate  compliance,  necessarily  tend  to 
jeopard  the  public  interests.  While  subordinate  officers  or 
soldiers  are  pausing  to  consider  whether  they  ought  to  obey, 
or  are  scrupulously  weighing  the  evidence  of  the  facts  upon 
which  the  commander-in-chief  exercises  the  right  to  demand 
their  services,  the  hostile  enterprise*  may  be  accomplished 
without  the  means  of  resistance.  If  a  superior  officer  has  a 
right  to  contest  the  orders  of  the  President  upon  his  own 
doubts  as  to  the  exigency  having  arisen,  it  must  be  equally 
the  right  of  every  inferior  officer  and  soldier;  and  any  act 
done  by  any  person  in  furtherance  of  such  orders  would 
subject  him  to  responsibility  in  a  civil  suit,  in  which  his 
defence  must  finally  rest  upon  his  ability  to  establish  the 
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facts  by  competent  proofs.  Sacli  a  course  would  be  sub- 
versive of  all  discipline,  and  expose  tlie  best  disposed  officers 
.  to  the  chances  of  ruinous  litigation.  Besides,  in  many  in- 
stances, the  evidence  upon -which  the  President  might  decide 
that  there  is  imminent  danger  of  invasion,  might  be  of  a 
naturfe  not  constituting  strict  technical  proof,  or  the  dis- 
closure of  the  evidence  might  reveal  important  secrets  of 
State,  which  the  public  interest,  and  even  safety,  might  im- 
periously demand  to  be  kept  in  concealment." 

The  difference  between  that  case  and  this  is,  that  there 
the  legality  of  the  order  depended  mainly  upon  a  question 
of  fact,  while  here  it  depends  upon  a  question  of  law.  But 
the  reasoning  of  the  Court  is  equally  applicable  to  both,  for 
the  same  disasters  and  disorders  may  be  expected,  if  subor- 
dinates and  soldiers  are  allowed  to  disob^  the  orders  of 
their  superiors  upon  a  difference  of  opinion  upon  a  question 
of  law.  Again,  how  often  would  this  difference  of  opinion  be 
a  mere  pretext  to  escape  the  demands  of  duty  ?  In  the  war  of 
1812,  the  constitutiunal  scruples  of  the  militia  men,  as  to  the 
power  of  the  President  to  order  them  out  of  the  United 
States,  led  to  their  refusing  to  march  across  the  Canada  line 
to  the  aid  of  the  regulars,  when  the  latter  were  seriously  en- 
gaged with  the  enemy,  and  thus  a  well  planned  enterprise 
failed,  with  serious  loss  to  the  American  forces. 

Nor  is  it  necessary  to  the  ends  of  justice  that  the  subor- 
dinate or  soldier  should  be  responsible  for  obedience  to  the 
illegal  order  of  a  superior.  In  any  case,  the  party  injured 
can  have  but  one  satisfaction,  and  that  may  and  should  be 
obtained  from  the  really  responsible  party— the  officer  who 
gave  the  illegal  order.  In  civil  life  the  rule  is  weU  settled 
otherwise,  and  a  person  committing  an  illegal  act  cannot 
justify  his  conduct  upon  the  ground  of  a  command  from  an- 
other. But  the  circumstances  of  the  two  cases  are  entirely 
different. 

In  the  latter  case,  the  party  giving  the  command  and  the 
one  obeying  it  are  equal  in  the  eye  of  the  law.  The  latter 
does  not  act  upon  compulsion.  He  is  a  free  agent  and  at 
liberty  to  exercise  his  judgment  in  the  premises. 
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Personal  responsibility  should  be  commensurate  with 
freedom  of  action — to  do  or  refrain  from  doing.  For  acts 
done  under  what  is  deemed  compulsion  or  duress,  the  law 
holds  no  one  liable.  In  contemplation  of  law,  the  wife  is 
under  the  power  and  authority  of  the  husband.  Therefore, 
for  even  criminal  acts,  when  done  in  the  presence  of  the 
latter,  she  is  not  held  responsible.  The  law  presumes  that 
she  acted  under  coercion  of  her  husband  and  excuses  her. 

If  tho  law  excuses  the  wife  on  the  presumption  of  coercion, 
for  what  reason  should  it  refuse  a  like  protection  to  the  sub- 
ordinate and  soldier  when  acting  in  obedience  to  the  com- 
mand of  his  lawful  superior  ?  The  latter  may  be  said  to 
act — ^particularly  in  time  of  war — under  actual  coercion.  As 
a  matter  of  abstract  law,  it  may  be  admitted,  that  ultimately 
the  law  will  justify  a  refusal  to  obey  an  illegal  order.  But 
this  involves  litigation  and  controversy  alike  injurious  to  the 
best  interests  of  the  inferior,  and  the  efficiency  of  the  public 
service.  The  certain  vexation  and  annoyance,  together  with 
the  risk  of  professional  disgrace  and  punishment  which 
usually  attend  the  disobedience  of  orders  by  an  inferior, 
may  safely  be  deemed  sufficient  to  constrain  his  judgment 
and  action,  and  to  excuse  him  for  yielding  obedience  to 
those  upon  whom  the  law  has  devolved  both  the  duty  and 
responsibility  of  controlling  his  conduct  in  the  premises. 
True,  cases  can  be  imagined,  where  4he  order  is  so  palpably 
atrocious  as  well  as  illegal,  that  one  must  instinctively  feel 
that  it  ought  not  to  be  obeyed,  by  whomever  given.  But 
there  is  no  rule  without  its  exception.  This  one  is  practical 
and  just,  and  the  possibility  of  extreme  cases  ought  not  to 
prevent  its  recognition  and  application  by  the  Courts. 

Between  an  order  plainly  legal  and  one  palpably  other- 
wise— particularly  in  time  of  war — there  is  a  wide  middle 
ground,  where  the  ultimate  legality  and  propriety  of  orders 
depends  or  may  depend  upon  circumstances  and  conditions 
of  which  it  cannot  be  expected  that  the  inferior  is  informed 
or  advised.  In  such  cases,  justice  to  the  subordinate  de- 
mands and  the  necessities  and  efficiency  of  the  public  ser- 
vice require,  that  the  order  of  the  superior  should  protect 
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tte  inferior ;  leaving  the  responsibility  to  rest  where  it  prop- 
erly belongs,  upon  the  officer  who  gave  the  command. 

The  all  important  question'  in  this  case  yet  remains  to  be 
considered. 

The  defendants  maintain  that  the  acts  complained  of  ia 
this  action  are  within  the  purview  of  the  act  of  Congress, 
entitled  ' '  An  act  relating  to  habeas  corpus,  and  regulating 
judicial  proceedings  in  certain  cases,"  approved  March  3, 
1863  (12  Stat.  755),  and  the  act  supplementary  thereto,  ap- 
proved May  11,  1866  (14  Stat.  46),  and  that  these  acts  fur- 
nish a  complete  defence  to  this  action. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  contended  for  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  acts  of  the  defendants  are  not  within  the  purview,  of 
these  statutes,  and  that  each  of  said  staiutes,  in  so  far  as 
they  purport  to  indemnify  or  protect  officers  and  soldiers  for 
an  arrest  or  imprisonment  made  during  the  suspension  of 
the  habeas  corpus,  by  the  President  in  pursuance  thereof, 
is  unconstitutional  and  therefore  void. 

A  question  of  greater  importance,  both  to  the  government 
and  the  citizen — to  the  maintenance  of  the  authority  of  the 
people  on  the  one  hand  and  the  preservation  of  individual 
liberty  on  the  other,  was  probably  never  submitted  to  the 
determination  of  a  Court.  Without  further  apology  or 
preface,  and  without  fear,  favor  or  affection,  I  proceed  to 
examine  and  decide  itt 

The  constitution  (Art.  I,  g  9,  sub.  2)  declares:  "The 
privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  shall  not  be  sus- 
pended, unless  when  in  cases  of  rebellion  or  invasion  the 
public  service  may  require  it."  And  also  (Art.  I,  g  8,  sub. 
19)  that:  "The  Congress  shall  have  power,  *  *  *  to 
make- all  laws  which  shall  be  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying 
into  execution  the  foregoing  powers,  and  all  other  powers 
vested  by  this  constitution  in  the  government  of  the  United 
States,  or  in  any  department  or  officer  thereof." 

By  the  first  section  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1863,  Congress 
authorized  the  President,  during  the  rebellion,  "to  suspend 
the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  any  case, 
throughout  the  United  States   or  any  part  thereof."    The 
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constitutionality  of  the  section  must  be  admitted  -without 
argument.  The  clause  of  the  constitution  first  quoted  is  a 
recognition  of  this  power  in  Congress,  as  well  as  a  limita- 
tion upon  its  exercise,  to  the  occasions,  "when,"  by  reason 
of  the  existence  of  "rebellion  or  invasion  the  public  service 
may  require  it."  When  the  occasion  arises — a  rebellion  or 
invasion — whether  "the  public  service"  requires  the  sus- 
pension of  the  writ  or  not,  is  confided  to  the  judgment  of 
Congress,  and  their  action  in  the  premises  is  conclusive 
upon  all  courts  and  persons.  (Mc  parte  Merryman,  9  Am. 
L.  E.,  527;  3  Story  Com.  |  1342.)  In  the  exercise 
of  this  power  Congress  may  suspend  the  writ  generally,  or 
may  limit  the  suspension  to  particular  cases.  They  may 
suspend  the  writ  directly,  or  commit  the  matter,  within  the 
properly  described  limits,  to  the  judgment  of  the  President. 

Section  4  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1863,  enacts  :  "That  any 
order  of  the  President,  or  under  his  authority,  made  at  any 
time  during  the  existence  of  the  present  rebellion,  shall  be 
a  defence  in  all  courts  to  any  action  or  prosecution,  civil  or 
criminal,  pending  or  to  be  commenced,  for  any  search, 
seizure,  arrest  or  imprisonment,  made,  done  or  committed, 
or  acts*  omitted  to  be  done,  under  and  by  virtue  of  such 
order,  or  under  color  of  any  law  of  Congress;  and  such  de- 
fence may  be  made  by  special  plea  or  under  the  general 
issue." 

On  September  15,  1863  (13  Stat.  734),  the  President,  in 
pursuance  of  the  authority  conferred  upon  him  by  section  1 
of  the  act  of  March  3,  1863,  issued  a  proclamation  wherein 
it  was  declared  that  "the  public  safety  does  require  that  the 
privilege  of  said  writ" — of  habeas  corpus — "shall  now  be 
suspended  throughout  the  United  States,  in  the  cases  where, 
by  the  authority  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  mili- 
tary, naval  and  civil  officers  of  the  United  States,  or  any  of 
them,  hold  persons  under  their  command,  or  in  their  cus- 
tody, either  as  prisoners  of  war,  spies,  or  aiders  or  abettors 
of  the  enemy,  or  officers,  soldiers  or  seamSn  enrolled  or 
drafted  or  mustered  or  enlisted  in,  or  belonging  to  the  land 
or  naval  forces  of  the  United  States,  or  as  desert srs  there- 
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from,  or  otherwise  amenable  to  military  law  or  the  rules  and 
articles  of  war,  or  the  rules  or  regulations  prescribed  for  the 
military  or  naval  services  by  authority  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  or  for  resisting  a  draft,  or  for  any  other 
offence  against  the  military  or  naval  service  : 

"Now,  therefore,  I,  Abkaham  Lincoln,  President  of  the 
United  States,  do  hereby  proclaim  and  make  known  to  all 
whom  it  may  concern,  that  the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  is  suspended  throughout  the  United  States,  in  the 
several  cases  before  mentioned,  and  that  this  suspension  will 
continue  throughout  the  duration  of  the  said  rebellion,  or 
until  this  proclamation  shall,  by  a  subsequent  one  to  be 
issued  by  the  President  of  the  United  States,  be  modified 
or  revoked." 

Section  1,  of  the  act  of  May  11,  1866  (14  Stat.  46),  enacts: 
' '  That  any  search,  seizure,  arrest  or  imprisonment  made,  or 
any  acts  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  during  the  said  rebel- 
lion, by  any  officer  or  person,  under  and  by  virtue  of  any 
order,  written  or  verbal,  general  or  special,  issued  by  the 
President  or  Secretary  of  War,  or  by  any  military  officer  of 
the  United  States  holding  the  command  of  the  department, 
district,  or  place  within  which  such  seizure,  sear(^,  arrest 
or  imprisonment  was  made,  done  or  committed,  or  any  acts 
were  so  done,  or  omitted  to  be  done,  either  by  the  person  or 
officer  to  whom  the  order  was  addressed,  or  for  whom  it  was 
intended,  or  by  any  other  person  aiding  or  assisting  him 
therein,  shall  be  held,  and  are  hereby  declared,  to  come 
within  the  purview  of  the  act  to  which  this  is  amendatory, 
and  within  the  purview  of  the  fourth  *  *  *  section  of 
the  said  act  of  March  3,  1863,  for  aU  the  purposes  of  de- 
fence *  *  *  provided  therein.  But  no  such  order  shall, 
by  force  of  this  act,  or  the  act  to  which  this  is  an  amend- 
ment, be  a  defence  to  any  suit  or  action  for  any  act  done  or 
omitted  to  be  done  after  the  passage  of  this  act." 

Admitting  Ihe  constitutional  power  of  Congress  to  suspend 
the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  as  it  was  done  by 
the  Act  of  March  8,  1863,  can  it  in  any  case  go  further,,  and 
pass  acts  to  indemnify  or  protect  persons,  who,  without  ordi- 
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nary  legal  cause  or  warrant,  have  been  instrumental  in  im- 
prisoning others,  during  such  suspension  ? 

Before  answering  this  question,  it  is  well  to  consider  what 
is  the  purpose  and  practical  effect  of  suspending  the  privi- 
lege of  the  writ.  Personal  liberty,  unless  forfeited  by  due 
course  of  law,  is  the  right  of  every  citizen  of  the  republic. 
The  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  the  remedy  by  which  a  party  is 
enabled  to  obtain  deliverance  from  a  false  imprisonment. 
Ordinarily,  every  one  imprisoned  without  legal  cause  or  war- 
rant is  entitled  to  this  remedy — this  privilege.  The  power  to 
suspend  this  privilege  includes,  and  is  in  fact  identical,  with 
the  power  to  take  away  or  withhold  this  remedy  from  the  indi- 
vidual during  the  period  of  such  suspension.  The  suspension 
of  the  privilege  of  the  writ  and  the  denial  of  the  remedy  for 
false  imprisonment,  are  identical  in  effect,  if  not  in  terms.  It 
foUows  that  the  power  of  Congress  to  suspend  the  privilege 
of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  is  equivalent  to  the  power  to 
take  away  from  all  persons,  during  the  suspension,  the  right 
to  the  ordinary  and  only  remedy  for  deliverance  from  false 
imprisonment.  This  is  the  effect  of  the  suspension.  What 
is  the  purpose  of  it  ?  the  object  to  be  accomplished  by  it  ? 
The  occasions  and  necessity  to  which  the  Constitution  limits 
the  power  of  suspension  clearly  denote  the  purpose  and  end 
for  which  •  the  suspension  is  made.  The  occasion  is  the 
existence  of  "rebellion  or  invasion,"  and  the  necessity  is  the 
fact  that  the  "public  service" — safety,  requires  it.  The 
public  safety  is  the  end  to  be  secured  or  obtained  by  the 
suspension.  The  danger  to  the  public  safety  arises  from 
the  "rebellion  or  invasion;"  and  the  writ  is  suspended  to 
enable  the  executive  to  prevent  harm  to  the  republic  from 
those  who  are  or  may  be  suspected  of  assisting  the  cause  of 
the  "rebellion  or  invasion."  The  suspension  enables  the 
executive  without  interference  from  the  courts  or  the  law,  to 
arrest  and  imprison  persons  against  whom  no  legal  crime 
can  be  proved,  but  who  may,  nevertheless,  be  effectively  en- 
gaged in  fomenting  the  rebellion  or  inviting  the  invasion,  to 
the  imminent  danger  of  the  public  safety. 
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Plainly  expressed,  the  suspension  of  the  privilege  of  the 
writ,  is  an  express  permission  and  direction  from  Congress 
to  the  Executive,  to  arrest  and  imprison  all  persons  for  the 
time  being,  whom  he  has  reason  to  believe  or  suspect  of  in- 
tention or  conduct,  in  relation  to  the  "rebellion  or  inva- 
sion," which  is,  or  may  be  dangerous  to  the  common  weal. 

That  at  the  time  of  the  formation  and  adoption  of  the 
Constitution,  such  was  the  understanding,  as  to  the  purpose 
and  practical  effect  of  suspending  the  privilege  of  the  writ, 
is  apparent  from  the  elementary  common  law  treatises  of 
the  time.  Blackstone  in  his  Commentaries,  (B.  1  p.  136), 
says:  "  Of  great  importance  to  the  public  is  this  personal 
liberty;  for  if  once  it  were  left  in  ilie  power  of  any,  the 
highest  magistrate,  to  imprison  arbitrarily  whoever  he  or  his 
officers  thought  proper,  (as  in  France  it  is  daily  practiced 
by  the  crown)  there  would  sOon  be  an  end  of  all  other  rights 
and  immunities.  Some  have  thought  that  unjust  attacks, 
even  upon  life  or  property,  at  the  arbitrary  will  of  the 
magistrate,  are  less  dangerous  to  the  commonwealth  than 
such  as  are  made  upon  the  personal  liberty  of  the  subject. 
To  bereave  a  man  of  life,  or  by  violence  to  confiscate  his 
estate,  without  accusation  or  trial,  would  be  so  gross  and 
notorious  an  act  of  despotism,  as  must  at  once  convey  the 
alarm  of  tyranny  throughout  the  whole  Kingdom;  but  con- 
finement of  the  person,  by  secretly  hurrying  him  to  jaU, 
where  his  sufferings  are  unknown  or  forgotten,  is  a  less 
public,  a  less  striking,  and  therefore,  a  more  dangerous 
engine  of  arbitrary  government.  And  yet  sometimes,  when 
the  State  is  in  great  danger,  even  this  may  be  a  necessary  meas- 
ure. But  the  happiness  of  our  Constitution  is,  that  it  is  not 
left  to  the  executive  power  to  determine  when  the  danger  of 
the  State  is  so  great  as  to  render  this  measure  expedient; 
for  it  is  the  parliament  only,  or  legislative  power,  that,  whenever 
it  sees  proper,  can  authorize  the  Crown,  by  suspending  the  habeas 
corpus  act  for  a  short  and  limited  term,  to  imprison  suspected 
persons  without  giving  any  reason  for  so  doing,  as  the  Senate 
of  Eome  was  wont  to  have  recourse  to  a  dictator,  a  magis- 
trate of  absolute  authority,  when  they  judged  the  republic 
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in  any  imminent*danger.  *  *  *  In  like  man- 
ner, this  experiment  ought  only  to  be  tried  in  cases  of  ex- 
treme emergency;  and  in  these  the  nation  parts  with  its  liberty 
for  a  while,  in  order  to  preserve  it  forever." 

It  is  evident,  from  the  language  of  this  passage,  that  the 
commentator  was  not  disposed  to  undervalue  the  importance 
of  personal  liberty,  nor  to  overstate  the  purpose  and  practi- 
cal effect  of  the  suspension  of  the  habeas  corpus  act. 

At  the  era  of  the  Constitution,  this  was  the  acknowledged 
doctrine  of  the  common  law  concerning  personal  liberty  and 
the  suspension  of  the  privilege  of  the  writ,  whereby  that 
liberty  was  left  at  the  discretion  of  the  government  for  the 
time  being.  The  provision  in  our  Constitution  was  adopted 
with  that  understanding  of  its  effect.  It  in  no  wise  changed 
the  common  law  as  laid  down  by  Blackstone,  except  that, 
instead  of  leaving  Congress  at  liberty  to  suspend  the  privi- 
lege "whenever  it  sees  proper,"  it  limited  and  confined  the 
exercise  of  such  power  to  times  of  "  rebellion  and  invasion." 

This  is  also  evident,  from  the  nature  of  things.  If  the 
suspension  of  the  privilege  of  the  writ  is  not  intended  to 
authorize  and  permit  arrests  without  the  ordinary  legal 
cause  or  warrant,  what  it  is  intended  for  ?  The  very  limita- 
tion in  the  Constitution  upon  the  power  of  suspension,  is 
strong  evidence  that  it  was  not  understood  to  be  a  mere 
form,  but  something  of  serious  import  and  effect.  An  arrest  • 
upon  an  oath  and  warrant  describing  an  offence  defined  by 
law,  can  be  made  and  maintained,  with  the  privilege  of  the 
writ  in  force.  Unless  the  suspension  changes  the  law,  so  to 
speak,  for  the  time  being,  in  regard  to  arrests  and  imprison- 
ments, I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive  how  the  republic  can  be 
thereby  preserved  from  •  imminent  danger,  or  the  public 
safety  conserved.  The  powers  granted  to  Congress,  must 
be  construed  and  applied  with  reference  to  the  purposes  for 
which  the  Constitution  was  made.  It  is  not  a  mere  abstrac- 
tion to  sharpen  men's  wits  upon,  but  a  practical  scheme  of  a 
government,  having  all  necessary  power  to  maintain  its 
existence  and  authority  during  peace  and  war,  rebellion  or 
■  invasion.     As  was  well  said  long  ago,  "The  instrument  was 
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not  intended  as  a  thesis  for  the  logician  lo  exercise  his  in- 
genuity on.  It  ought  to  be  construed  with  plain  good  sense. 
The  uniform  sense  of  Congress  and  the  country  furnishes 
better  evidence  of  the  true  interpretation  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, than  the  most  refined  and  subtle  arguments." 

The  purpose  of  the  express  power  to  suspend  the  privilege 
of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus — the  object  to  be  obtained 
being  to  authorize,  for  the  time  being,  the  imprisonment  of 
persons  "without  giving  any  reason  for  so  doing,"  and  with- 
out legal  cause  or  warrant  therefor,  as  a  means  of  preserving 
the  republic  from  imminent  danger,  it  follows  as  a  neces- 
sary consequence,  that,  under  the  clause  giving  power  "to 
make  all  laws  which  shall  be  necessary  and  proper  for  carry- 
ing into  execution"  the  power  of  suspension.  Congress  may 
pass  any  law  necessary  and  proper  to  secure  or  obtain  this 
end,  unless  expressly  prohibited  therefrom  by  the  Constitu- 
tion itself. 

Without  further  legislation  than  the  suspension  of  the 
privilege  of  the  writ,  every  person  imprisoned  without  legal 
cause  or  warrant,  might  maintain  an  action  for  damages 
therefor.  To  enable  the  power  of  suspension  to  be  executed 
— the  purpose  of  it  to  be  accomplished — it  becomes  necessary 
to  provide  in  some  way  for  the  protection  of  the  officers  and 
persons  required  to  make  arrests  and  imprisonments.  To 
'  accomplish  this,  Congress  has  passed  the  indemnity  clauses 
in  the  acts  of  March  3,  1863,  and  May  11,  1866,  being  sec- 
tion 4  of  the  one  act  and  section  1  of  the  other.  "Were  these 
provisions  in  these  acts  necessary  and  proper  means  to  secure 
the  end  in  question?  Let  the  Supreme  Court  answer  this 
question.  In  McGullough  v.  State  of  Maryland  (4  Whea. 
415),  Chief  Justice^MarshaU.  says:  "The  subject  is  the  ex- 
ecution of  those  great  powers  on  which  the  welfare  of  a  na- 
tion essentially  depends.  It  must  have  been  the  intention 
of  those  who  gave  these  powers,  to  insure,  as  far  as  human 
prudence  could  insure,  their  beneficial  execution.  This 
could  not  be  done  by  confiding  the  choice  of  means  to  such 
narrow  limits  as  not  to  leave  it  in  the  power  of  Congress  to  adopt 
any  which  might  he  appropriate,  and  which  were  conducive  to 
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the  end.  This  provision  is  made  in  a  constitution  intended 
to  endure  for  ages  to  come,  and  consequently,  to  be  adopted 
to  the  various  crises  of  human  affairs.  To  have  prescribed 
the  means  by  which  government  should,  in  aU  future  time, 
execute  its  powers,  would  have  been  to  change  entirely  the 
character  of  the  instrument,  and  give  it  the  properties  of  a 
legal  code.  It  would  have  been  an  unwise  attempt  to  pro- 
vide, by  immutable  rules,  for  exigencies  which,  if  foreseen 
at  all,  must  have  been  seen  dimly,  and  which  can  best  be 
provided  for  as  they  occur.  To  have  declared  that  the  best 
means  shall  not  be  used,  but  those  alone  without  which  the 
power  given  would  be  nugatory,  would  havQ  been  to  deprive 
the  legislature  of  the  capacity  to  avail  itself  of  experience, 
•to  exercise  its  reason,  and  to  accommodate  its  legislation  to 
circumstances."    And  again: 

"We  admit,  as  all  must  admit,  that  the  powers  of  the 
government  are  limited,  and  that  its  limits  are  not  to  be 
transcended.  But  we  think  the  sound  construction  of  the 
constitution  must  allow  to  the  national  legislature  that  discre- 
tion, with  respect  to  the  means  by  which  the  powers  it  confers  are 
to  he  carried  into  execution,  which  will  enable  that  body  to 
perform  the  high  duties  assigned  to  it,  in  the  manner  most 
beneficial  to  the  people.  Let  the  end  be  legitimate,  let  it  be 
within  scope  of  the  Constitution,  and  all  means  which  are  ap- 
propriate, which  are  plainly  adapted  to  that  end,  which  are  not 
prohibited,  but  consist  with  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, are  constitutional." 

It  is  not  necessary  to  repeat  what  has  been  said  to  show 
the  legitimacy  of  the  end  proposed  by  Congress  in  this  leg- 
islation. "Waiving  the  question  of  the  propriety  of  the 
means  for  the  moment,  if  this  end  is  not  legitimate,  then 
the  clause  in  the  Constitution  authorizing  the  suspension  of 
the  privilege  of  the  writ  is  merely  nugatory,  and  the  power 
might  as  weU  have  been  absolutely  denied. 

As  has  been  shown,  the  power  to  suspend  the  habeas  cor-j 
pus,  in  the  cases  specified,  being  practically  the  power  to 
authorize  and  provide  for  the  imprisonment  of  pers6ns  for 
the  time  being  without  legal  cause  or  warrant,  and  "without 
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giving  any  reason  for  so  doing,"  it  must  follow,  that  to 
secure  this  end,  Congress  must  have  power  to  protect  or  ia- 
demnify  the  oiScers  and  persons  whom,  mediately  or  im- 
mediately, it  thus,  requires  to  do  any  act  concerning  such 
imprisonments . 

The  argument  of  the  plaintiff  may  be  briefly  stated  thus : 
"The  suspension  of  the  writ  'creates  a  despotism,'  and 
therefore  lihe  end  is  not  legitimate."  Let  it  be  admitted, 
for  the  purpose  of  argument,  that  the  suspension  does  not 
"create  a  despotism."  ,  What  then?  Does  the  conclusion- 
foUow?  By  no  means;  because,  as  we  have  seen,  the  Con- 
stitution expressly  authorizes  the  suspension,  and  history 
teaches,  and  so  the  fathers  understood  it,  that  such  suspen- 
sion was  allowed,  so  as  to  authorize  and  permit  imprison- 
ment without  the  ordinary  cause  or  process,  for  the  safety 
of  the  republic. 

Such  an  argument  might  have  been  proper  as  against  the 
adoption  of  tte  Constitution  by  the  people,  but  in  a  Court 
which  must  recognize  that  instrument — ^the  suspending 
clause  inclusive — as  the  supreme  law  of  the  land,  it  becomes 
a  mere  waste  of  opprobrious  epithets. 

Nor  does  this  power  as  now  construed  merit  such  epithets. 
A  despotism  in  any  sense  or  form  always  implies  the  idea 
of  irresponsible  as  well  as  unlimited  power.  The  people  of 
the  United  States  made  the  Constitution  for  themselves,  and 
can  change  it  when  they  will,  to  suit  their  altered  condition 
or  change  of  opinions.  While  yielding  obedience  to  their 
government,  exercising  the  powers  conferred  by  that  in- 
strument, whether  ordinary  or  extraordinary,  they  cannot 
be  said  to  be  living  under  a  despotism.  When  tteir  repre- 
sentatives in  Congress  assembled,  suspended  the  privilege  of 
the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  for  the  public  safety,  they  only 
exercised  a  delegated  power,  for  the  proper  use  of  which 
they  are  responsible  to  their  constituents  at  short  iutervals. 
To  call  such  a  state  of  things  a  despotism  is  an  abuse  of 
language  and  a  confusion  of  ideas.  At  most,  it  is  biit  a 
voluntary  and  temporary  surrender  by  the  people  of  the  or- 
dinary safeguards  of  personal  liberty  in  an  "extreme  emer- 
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gency,"  whereby  as  Blackstone  says,   "the  nation  parts  witb. 
its  liberty  for  a  while,  m  order  to  preserve  it  forever." 

As  a  means  to  secure  the  purpose  and  practical  end  of 
suspending  the  privilege  of  this  writ,  does  the  Constitution 
anywhere  prohibit  Congress  from  passiag  the  laws  in  ques- 
tion? He  who  asserts  that  it  does  must  show  it.  I  have 
been  unable  to  find  such  a  provision,  and  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff,  notwithstanding  his  learning  and  zeal,  has  failed 
to  point  it  out. 

It  is  not  enough  to  show  that  the  Constitution  prohibits 
unreasonable  searches  and  seizures,  and  the  issuing  of  war- 
rants without  probable  cause,  supported  by  oath  or  affirma- 
tion. These  provisions  of  the  Constitution  are  qualified  by 
the  express  power  to  suspend  the  privilege  of  the  writ.  The 
former  furnish  the  general  rule,  while  the  latter  takes  effect 
in  the  excepted  case  of  public  danger  in  time  of  rebellion 
or  invasion. 

But  these  indemnity  laws  do  not  conflict  with  the  Consti- 
tution in  any  of  these  provisions.  They  do  not  authorize 
any  imprisonmeiit  with  or  without  cause,  but  are  enacted  to 
protect  an  officer  or  person  from  an  action  for  damages,  on 
account  of  acts  done  in  the  defence  of  the  public  safety 
during  the  suspension  of  the  writ — for  imprisonments  already 
made  in  pursuance  of  a  law  authorized  by  the  Constitution. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  legislature  of  a  State,  by  virtue  of 
its  general  legislative  power,  unless  specially  prohibited 
therefrom,  could  pass  laws  barring  the  right  of  any  of  its 
citizens  to  maintain  an  action  for  an  alleged  assault  and  bat- 
tery or  false  imprisonment.  In  the  choice  of  means  to  carry 
ouf  an  express  power,  as  the  suspension  of  the  writ,  Con- 
gress may  also  exercise  its  discretion,  and  adopt  any  measure 
not  specially  prohibited  by  the  Constitution.  These  means 
are  necessarily  the  passage  of  laws,  and  one  of  the  most  ap- 
propriate for  the  purpose  is  to  provide  that  the  officer  shall 
not  be  liable  to  an  action.  Another,  and  probably  the  only 
other,  is  to  provide  by  law  for  the  payment  out  of  the  pub- 
lic treasury  of  all  judgments  that  may  be  recovered  against 
officers  by  reason  of  any  act  done  by  them  pending  the  sus- 
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pension  of  the  writ,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  law  authorizing 
or  providing  for  such  suspension.  But  Congress  may  adopt 
either  of  these  means,  as  they  may  deem  best.  The  Consti- 
tution commits  the  choice  of  means  to  them,  and*  their  de- 
cision in  that  respect  is  conclusive.  In  England,  as  I  am 
advised,  it  has  always  been  the  practice  to  pass  indemnify^ 
ing  acts  to  protect  the  executive  officers  from  actions  for 
damages,  on  occasion  of  suspending  the  habeas  corpus  act. 
(1  Wend.  Black.  137n.) 

But  I  am  inclined  to  put  the  decision  of  this  question 
upon  higher  and  simpler  grounds.  It  appears  to  me  that 
these  acts  of  Congress  are  merely  declaratory  of  the  law,  as 
it  resulted  from  the  passage  of  the  act  suspending  the  privi- 
lege of  the  writ,  and  therefore  necessarily  constitutional. 
The  suspension  being  the  virtual  authorization  of  arrests 
without  the  ordinary  legal  cause  or  warrant,  it  follows  that 
such  arrests,  pending  the  suspension,  and  when  made  in 
obedience  to  the  order  or  authority  of  the  officer  to  whom 
that  power  is  committed,  are  practically  legal.  They  are 
made  in  pursuance  of  law — the  law  suspending  the  privilege 
of  the  writ.  The  municipal  law  declares  in  advance  that 
homicide  is  justifiable  when  committed  by  an  officer  in 
obedience  to  the  judgment  of  a  competent  court.  In  the 
absence  of  such  a  statute  provision,  what  court  would  hold 
that  such  a  homicide  was  illegal  and  criminal.  It  seems  to 
result  from  the  nature  of  things,  that  what  the  law  com- 
mands or  permits,  so  far  as  the  law  is  concerned,  is  legal 
and  justifiable.  » 

It  only  remains  to  determine  whether  the  defendants  are 
within  the  provisions  of  the  indemnifying  acts.  If  they  *are, 
judgment  must  be  given  in  bar  of  the  action,  and  if  not,  it 
must  go  against  them  for  the  damages  found. 

Section  4  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1863,  makes  any  order  or 
authority  of  the  President,  made  at  any  time  duriag  the  ex- 
istence of  the  present  rebellion,  a  defence  to  any  action  for 
arrest  and  imprisonment,  made  under  and  by  virtue  of  such 
order. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  no  authority  or  order  of  the  President 
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is  shown  for  the  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff.  It  is  the 
order  or  authority  of  the  President  which  the  act  makes  a  de- 
fence to  the  action.  Such  order  or  authority  cannot  he  pre- 
sumed but  must  be  proved. 

Counsel  for  the  defendants  seek  to  invoke  the  proclama- 
tion of  September  24,  1862  (13  Stat.  735),  in  aid  of  the  de- 
fendants in  this  respect.  It  may  be  admitted  generally  that 
a  proclamation  by  the  President  is  an  order  or  authority  to 
all  whom  it  may  concern  or  be  addressed.  .  Is  this  proclama- 
tion withia  the  act  of  March  3,  1863  ? 

That  act  declares  that  "any  order  of  the  President  *  *  * 
made  at  any  term  during  the  existence  of  the  present  rebellion, 
shall  be  a  defence,"  etc.  Does  this  include  orders  made 
during  the  existence  of  the  rebellion — as  the  proclamation 
of  September  24,  1862 — but  prior  to  the  date  of  its  enact- 
ment? It  must  be  admitted  that  the  language  of  the  statute, 
taken  literally,  is  broad  enough  for  that  purpose.  But  I 
do  not  think  it  was  so  intended  or  should  be  so  construed, 
and  for  this  reason  :  Congress  was  by  that  act  first  author- 
izing the  suspension  of  the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas 
corpus.  It  was  only  as  an  appropriate  means  to  this  end 
that  Congress  could  have  made  such  orders  a  defence  to  an 
action  for  imprisonment.  Where  an  act  of  Congress  is 
equally  susceptible  of  two  constructions,  the  Court  is  bound 
to  adopt  that  one  which  will  make  the  act  harmonize  with 
the  Constitution. 

But,  if  I  am  mistaken  ia  this,  there  is  another  answer  to 
the  proposition,  that  the  proclamation  is  a  defence  to  the 
action.  That  proclamation  professes  to  suspend  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  and  to  declare  martial  law.  The  expression 
martial  law,  may  be  passed  over  as  merely  cumulative.  It 
means  nothing  but  the  absence  of  law.  But  the  President 
of  the  United  States  has  no  authority  to  suspend  the  privi- 
lege of  the  writ,  except  as  authorized  and  directed  by  Con- 
gress, and  at  the  date  of  this  proclamation  no  such  authority 
existed.  I  do  not  propose  to  argue  this  question.  There 
are  some  things  too  plain  for  argument,  and  one  of  these 
is,  that  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  the  Presi- 
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dent  has  not  the  power  to  suspend  the  privilege  of  the  writ, 
and  that  Congress  has.  The  power  of  the  President  is 
executive  power — a  power  to  execute  the  laws,  but  not  to 
suspend  them.  The  latter  is  a  legislative  function,  and  so 
far  as  it  exists,  belongs  naturally  and  by  force  of  the  Con- 
stitution exclusively  to  Congress.  (See  opin.  of  Oh.  J. 
Taney  in  ex  parte  Merryman,  9  Am.  L.  E.  524.) 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  public  necessities  and  mo- 
tives which  led  the  President  to  issue  this  proclamation, 
and  I  neither  question  nor  impugn  them,  I  cannot  hold  that 
it  constitutes  a  defence  to  this  action,  •  because  judicially  I 
know  that  it  was  unauthorized  and  void. 

Except  as  a  means'  to  secure  the  end  and  purpose  of  sus- 
pending the  writ.  Congress  itself  could  not  have  authorized 
the  President  to  make  this  proclamation,  nor  do  I  think, 
they  could  afterwards  sanction  it,  so  as  to  make  it  operate 
as  a  defence  in  a  private  action  for  an  imprisonment  made 
under  it. 

What  is  now  said  applies  only  to  this  action  or  similar 
ones.  The  proclamation  of  September  24,  1862,  embraces 
many  subjects  and  classes  of  persons.  As  to  some  of  them 
or  many  of  them,  the  President  may  have  been  authorized 
as  commander-in-chief  of  the  army  and  navy,  to  make  the 
orders  and  directions  therein.  It  declared  that  all  rebels 
and  insurgents,  their  aiders  and  abettors  within  the  United 
States,  and  'all  persons  discouraging  volunteer  enlistments, 
resisting  militia  drafts  or  guilty  of  any  disloyal  practice, 
affording  aid  and  comfort  to  rebels  agaiast  the  authority  of 
the  United  States,  shall  be  "subject  to  martial  law  and 
liable  to  trial  and  punishment  by  courts-martial  or  military 
commissions."  "The  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  suspended 
in  respect  to  aU  persons  arrested,  or  who  are  now,  or  here- 
after during  the  rebellion  shall  be,  imprisoned  in  any  fort, 
camp,  arsenal,  military  prison  or  other  place  of  confinement, 
by  any  military  authority  or  by  the  sentence  of  any  court- 
martial  or  military  commission." 

But  if  it  were  admitted  that  this  proclamation  was  au- 
thorized by  law  and  that  it  contained  sufficient  matter  to 
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justify  the  defendant,  McDowell,  in  causing  tlie  arrest  of  the 
plaintiff  as  he  did,  still  I  do  not  think  it  would  be  a  defence 
to  this  action,  because  long  before  this  arrest,  it  was  super- 
seded and  practically  revoked  by  the  proclamation  of  Sep- 
tember 15,  1863 — the  one  authorized  by  the  act  of  March  3, 
1863. 

The  latter  carefully  defines  the  class  of  persons  in  relation 
to^which  the  privilege  of  the  writ  was  thereby  suspended, 
and  who  might  therefore  be  arrested  and  imprisoned,  with- 
out legal  warrant  or  cause.  In  the.  absence  of  particular 
proof  the  only  general  order  that  the  Court  caq.  take  judicial 
notice  of  is  the  proclamation  of  September  15,  1863.  In 
this  I  do  not  find  any  order  directing  the  arrest  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  that  would  justify  his  arrest.  It  is  true  that  the 
proclamation  suspends  the  writ  as  to  "aiders  and  abettors 
of  the  enemy."  And  it  is  apparent  that  this  language  was 
intended  to  apply  to  and  include  a  class  of  persons  whose 
conduct  fell  short  of  that  "aid  and  comfort"  to  the  enemy, 
which  the  Constitution  declares  to  be  treason,  and  which  is 
legally  punishable  as  such. 

It  is  this  class  of  persons  that  the  suspension  of  the  writ 
is  intended  to  bring  within  the  power  of  arbitrary  arrest  for 
the  time  being — persons  who  may  be  reasonably  suspected 
of  complicity  with  the  rebellion  or  invasion,  or  who  may  be 
known  to  give  it  that  moral  aid  and  support  which  is  often 
more  effectual  than  a  soldier  in  arms,  particularly  in  a  coun- 
try governed  by  public  opinion.  But  while  the  proclama- 
tion suspends  the  privilege  of  the  writ  as  to  such  "aiders 
and  abettors "  as  a  class,  does  it  authorize  or  order,  any 
officer,  military  or  civU,  to  arrest  and  imprison  any  partic- 
ular person  whom  he  may  believe  to  be  such  an  "aider  or 
abettor,"  without  the  special  and  further  order  or  authority 
of  the  President  for  so  doing  ?    I  think  not. 

The  language  of  the  proclamation  is,  that  "in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  President,  the  public  safety  does  require  that 
the  privilege  of  the  said  writ  shall  be  suspended  throughout 
the  United  States  in  the  cases  where  by  the  authority  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  military,  naval  and  civil  officers 
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of  the  United  States,  or  any  of  them  hold  persons  under 
their  command  or  in  their  custody,  either  as  prisoners  of 
war,  spies  or  aiders  or  abettors  of  the  enemy,"  etc.  This 
proclamation  is  in  the  nature  of  a  law— it  has  the  force  of  a 
law — and  by  it  an  important  provision  of  the  Constitution  is 
suspended.  -  It  should  then  be  construed  and  treated  as  a 
law — a  rule  of  action.  It  prescribes  the  limits  within  which 
the  writ  shall  be  suspended.  As  to  any  of  the  persons  ^in- 
cluded within  these  limits,  when  in  the  custody  of  an  officer 
of  the  United  States,  .by  the  authority  of  the  President,  the 
privilege  of  the  writ  is  taken  away.  But  I  do  not  see  how  a 
person  can  be  said  to  be  in  the  custody  of  an  officer,  by  au- 
thority of  the  President,  unless  the  latter  has  directed  or 
ordered  the  officer  to  take  him  into  custody  or  to  keep  him 
in  custody  after  having  been  arrested  in  any  way.  I  admit 
that  there  is  some  room  for  argument  upon  the  language  of 
the  proclamation,  as  to  whether  the  instrument  itself  is  to 
be  construed  as  a  general  order  to  every  officer  of  the 
United  States,  military,  naval  and  civil,  high  or  low,  great 
or  small,  to  arrest  and  imprison  whomsoever  they  may  be- 
lieve io  he  "aiders  and  abettors  of  the  enemy,"  or  merely 
a  declaration  in  advance,  that  whenever  such  a  person  is  ar- 
rested or  kept  in  custody  by  such  officer,  upon  the  order  of 
the  President — not  the  order  of  the  subordinate — ^that  as  to 
him  the  privilege  of  the  writ  is  suspended.  But  I  think  the 
latter  construction  altogether  the  most  reasonable,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  general  spirit  and  purpose  of  the  instru- 
ment. So  upon  general  considerations  outside  of  the  lan- 
guage of  the  proclamation,  there  are  many  cogent  reasons 
why  it  should  be  thus  construed  and  applied.  The  power 
of  arbitrary  arrest  and  imprisonment,  though  sometimes 
absolutely  necessary  to  the  pubHc  safety,  is  a  dangerous  and 
delicate  one.  In  the  hands  of  improper  persons  it  would  be 
liable  to  great  abuse.  If  every  officer  in  the  United  States, 
during  the  suspension  of  the  habeas  corpus,  is  authorized  to 
arrest  and  imprison  whom  he  will,  as  "aiders- and  abettors 
,  of  the  enemy,"  without  further  orders  from  the  President, 
or  those  to  whom  he  has  specially  committed  such  authority, 
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the  state  of  things  that  would  follow  can  be  better  imagined 
than  expressed. 

It  only  remains  to  consider  what  is  the  effect  of  section  1 
of  the  act  of  May  11,  1866.  That  act,  as  we  have  seen, 
makes  the  order  of  "the  President  or  Secretary  of  War,"  or 
of  "any  military  officer  of  the  United  States  holding  the 
cofamand  of  the  department,  district  or  place  within  which  " 
•  an  "arrest  or  imprisonment  was  made,"  a  defencq  to  the  ac- 
tion. 

Under  this  section  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  or- 
der of  Gen.  McDowell  to  Capt.  Douglas,  protects  the  latter 
for  acting  in  obedience  to  it,  and^  is  a  complete  defence  to 
the  action  so  far  as  he  is  concerned. 

At  the  same  time  it  is  equally  apparent  that  it  does  not 
furnish  a  defence  for  Gen.  McDowell.  He  is  not  shown  to 
have  acted  upon  the  order  of  any  one.  The  section  pro- 
ceeds upon  the  principle,  which  I  have  already  attempted 
to  show  ought  to  be  the  law  independent  of  the  statute, 
that;  a  military  officer,  when  acting  in  gbedience  to  the  order 
of  his  superior,  should  not  be  liable  to  third  persons  there- 
for. 

As  it  nowhere  appears  that  Gen.  McDowell  was  acting  un- 
der the  order  of  his  superior,  but  rather  in  obedience  to  what 
was  deemed  public  necessity,  I  must  hold  him  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  damages  which  the  latter  has  sustained  by 
reason  of  his  unauthorized  act. 

The  good  motives  of  Gen.  McDowell,  and  the  necessities 
of  the  public,  when  he  issued  Order  No.  27,  as  well  as  the 
gross  misconduct  of  the  plaintiff,  have  been  duly  considered 
by  the  Court  in  estimating  the  damages  of  the  plaintiff.  But 
these  alone,  however  worthy  or  imperative,  do  not  constitute 
a  defence  to  the  action.  The  act  itself  being  unauthorized 
by  any  order  or  authority  of  the  President,  does  not  come 
within  the  scope  of  the  proclamation  of  September  15,  1863, 
suspending  the  privilege  of  the  writ,  or  the  act  of  March  3, 
1863,  authorizing  such  suspension.  Neither  does  it  come 
within  the*purview  of  the  act  of  May  11,  1866,  as  it  was 
not  done  in  obedience  to  the  order  of  a  superior. 
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-Congress  may  relieve  a  meritorious  officer  against  a  loss 
incurred,  while  in  tlie  discharge  of  his  duty  to  the  public; 
hut  in  this  tribunal,  whose  only  function  is  to  administer 
the  law  as  it  finds  it,  "the  defendant  must  be  held  liable  for 
the  legal  consequences  of  his  act. 

Judgment,  that  the  plaintiff  recover  off  the  defendant, 
McDowell,  the  damages  found  by  the  Court,  and  his  costs 
and  disbursements,  and  in  bar  of  the  action  as  against  thef 
defendant,  Douglass. 

Henry  P.  Irving  and  George  Pierce,  for  plaintiff. 

Debs  Lake,  for  the  defendants. 


In  the  Disteict  Cotjet  of  the  United  States  foe  the  Disteict  op 

Oeegon. 

DISTRICT  COURT,  MAY  17,  1867. 

THE  TJNITED  STATES  v.  ISAAC  A.  DAVENPOET. 

An  indictment,  in  wMch  there  is  a  joinder  of  offences  or  offenders,  so  far  as 
the  jury  are  concerned,  is  to  be  considered  as  a  several  one  as  to  each  of 
such  offences  or  offenders. 

When  an  indictment  contains  two  or  more  counts  upon  distinct  offences  or 
upon  different  statements  of  the  same  offence,  the  jury  may  find  a  verdict 
of  guilty  or  not  guilty  upon  any  or  all  of  such  counts,  and  if  there  is  any 
count  upon  which  they  are  not  agreed,  they  may  be  discharged  without 
giving  a  verdict  thereon  ;  and  such  count  wiU  stand  for  re-trial. 

Deady,  J.  The  defendant  in  this  action  was  indicted  for 
the  crime  of  perjury,  committed  in  swearing  to  his  income 
returns  for  the  years  1864  and  1865  respectively.  The  in- 
dictment contained  two  counts — the  first  upon  the  affidavit 
to  the  return  for  1864,  and  the  second  upon  the  affidavit  to 
that  of  1865.  Upon  the  trial  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of 
"not  guilty"  as  to  the  first  count,  and  then  and  there  stated 
to  the  Court  that  they  were  unable  to  agree  as  to  the  second 
one.     The  Court  received  the  verdict  and  diltsharged  the 
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The  defendant  now  moves  for  judgment  of  acquittal  gen- 
erally upon  this  verdict,  and  that  he  be  discharged. 

No  direct  authority  is  cited  in  support  of  the  motion,  but 
counsel  for  defendant  claim  that  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  upon 
one  count  in  an  indictment,  is  in  legal"  effect,  equivalent  to 
a  verdict  of  not  guilty  upon  all  the  counts  therein.  In  sup- 
port of  this  position  the  case  at  bar  is  likened  to  one  where 
the  jury  convict  on  some  counts  and  are  silent  as  to  others. 
In  such  cases  it  is  said  that  the  weight  of  modern  authority 
is,  that  the  verdict  is  equivalent  to  not  guilty  as  to  the  counts 
concerning  which  the  jury  are  silent.  But  the  authorities 
are  not  imiform  on  this  point,  and  the  rule  appears  to  have 
been  "that  if  distinct  offences  are  charged  in  separate  counts 
of  the  same  indictment,  the  verdict  must  expressly  find  the 
defendant  either  guilty  or  not  guilty  upon  each  count,  or  no 
judgment  can  be  rendered."  (2  Lead.  Crim.  Cas.  503.) 

But  in  the  case  under  consideration  the  jury  are  not  silent 
as  to  the  other  count,  but  state  expressly,  that  as  to  such 
count  they  cannot  agree  to  a  verdict  either  way. 

The  case  of  Camphell  v.  The  State  (9  Yerger  333),  is  cited 
and  relied  upon  by  counsel  for  defendant. 

But  there  is  no  analogy  between  that  case  and  ijpis.  There 
the  indictment  contained  three  counts.  The  crime  charged 
was  the  larceny  of  a  bank  note.  The  jury  found  the  defend- 
ant guilty  as  to  the  second  count,  and  not  guilty  as  to  the 
first  and  second  ones.  On  motion  of  the  defendant,  the  ver- 
dict was  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  granted.  Whether  the 
order  of  the  Court  setting  the  whole  verdict  aside,  went  be- 
yond the  motion  of  the  defendant,  does  not  appear. 

On  the  second  trial,  the  defendant  was  found  not  guilty  as 
ib  the  first  and  second  counts,  and  guilty  as  to  the  third  one. 
Judgment  was  given  accordingly. 

On  review,  the  Court  held,  that  the  defendant  having  been 
found  not  guilty  as  to  the  third  count  on  the  first  trial, 
cbuld  not  be  tried  on  that  count  again,  and  reversed  the 
judgment. 

All  that  this  case  decides  is,  that  a  verdict  in  favor  of  a 
defendant  cannot  be  set  aside,  even  upon  his  own  motion. 
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and  that  if  it  is,  and  lie  is  subsequently  convicted  on  the 
same  count  upon  which  the  verdict  set  aside  was  found,  it  is 
erroneous. 

In  The  State  v.  Morris  (1  Blackford;  37),  the  defendai^ 
being  found  guilty  on  one  count  of  an  indictment,  and  not 
guilty  as  to  the  other,  moved  for  a  new  trial.  The  motion 
being  allowed,  the  wbole  verdict  was  set  aside  and  the  de- 
fendant put  upon  trial  on  both  counts. 

The  defendant,  Davenport,  is  charged  with  two  distinct 
offences.  Being  "of  the  same  class"  they  are  properly 
joined  in  th^same  indictment..  (10  Stat.  162) .  The  jury  have 
found  a  verdict  upon  one  count — as  to  one  offence — and  dis- 
agreed as  to  the  other.  It  is  believed  that  no  authority  can 
be  found  for  holding  such  a  verdict  to  be  equivalent  to  an 
acquittal  on  both  counts.  There  can  be  no  pretence  that 
justice  to  the  defendant  requires  that  it  should. 

The  general  rule  seems  to  be,  that  for  all  the  purposes  of 
a  verdict,  an  indictment,  in  which  there  is  a  joinder  of 
offences  or  offenders,  is  to  be  considered  as  a  several  and 
separate  one,  as  to  each  of  such  offences  or  offenders.  The 
jury  may  therefore  find  a  verdict  of  guilty  or  not  guilty  as  to 
some,  andgQO  verdict  as  to  others,  because  they  cannot  agree 
thereon. 

In  Commomoealth  v.  Fitz  Wood  et  al  (12  Mass.  313),  two 
persons  were  jointly  indicted  and  tried  for  larceny.  The 
jury  came  into  Court  and  suggested  that  they  had  agreed 
upon  a  verdict  as  to  one  of  the  defendants,  but  were  unable 
to  agree  as  to  the  other.  Objection  was  made  by  the  At- 
torney General,  to  receiving  a  verdict  unless  upon  the  whole 
matter.  But  the  Court  poUed  the  jury,  and  they  answered 
that  they  found  Wood  not  guilty,  but  could  not  agree  as  to 
the  other.  The  verdict  was  received  and  Wood  discharged, 
but  as  to  the  other  defendant  the  indictment  was  continued 
for  re-trial. 

In  that  case  there  was  a  joinder  of  offenders,  while  here 
there  is  a  joinder  of  offences.  But  in  my  judgment  this 
difference  in  the  facts  makes  no  difference  in  the  principle. 
The  analogy  between  the  two  cases  is  complete. 
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In  the  note  to  Campbell's  case  (2  Lead.  Crim.  Cas.  502), 
tlie  subject  of  separate  counts  in  an  indictment  is  discussed. 
It  is  there  maintained,  that  the  separate  counts  in  an  indict- 
ment are  to  be  treated  as  separate  indictments,  whether  they 
are.  upon  distinct  offences  in  fact,  or  upon  different  state- 
ments in  the  same  offence.  Speaking  of  an  indictment  con- 
taining two  counts,  the  note  says:  "the  jury  may  b&  dis- 
charged from  the  consideration  of  a  count  upon  which  they  are 
not  agreed,  returning  a  verdict  only  upon  the  other." 

This  rule  appears  both  just  and  practical,  and  it  meets 
this  case  exactly.  The  defendant  has  been  tried  for  two 
similar  offences.  The  jury  have  found  him  not  guilty  as  to 
one, 'but  as  to  the  other  they  were  unable  to  agree.  To 
have  refused  to  receive  this  verdict  would  have  been  unjust 
to  the  defendant  who  was  thereby  acquitted  of  one  of  the 
charges,  but  to  receive  it  and  then  treat  it  as  a  verdict  of 
not  guilty  as  to  both  counts,  would  be  equally  unjust  to  the 
prosecution. 

As  to  the  second  count  there  is  no  verdict.  The  jury  were 
unable  to  agree  concerning  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  de- 
fendant as  to  the  crime  therein  charged.  The  indictment  as 
to  this  count  stands  for  trial  as  if  a  jury  had  never  been  im- 
paneled in  the  action. 

Judgment  for  defendant  upon  the  first  count  of  the  indict- 
ment, and  motion  denied  as  to  second  one. 


Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  the  plaintiff. 
William  W.  Page,  for  the  defendant. 


268  DISTRICT  OF  OEEGON, 


Addison  M.  Starr  v.  Alexander  Hamilton. 


CIKCTJIT  COUET,  JUNE  25,  1867. 

ADDISON  m!  STAEE  v.  ALEXANDER-  HAMILTON  AND 

CHRISTINA  E.  HAMILTON. 

Prior  to  February  14,  1859,  while  Oregon  was  a  territory,  the  common  law 
being  in  force  therein,  the  husband  by  reason  of  the  marriage  became 
seized  of  a  freehold  estate  in  aU  the  lands  in  which  his  wife  had  an  estate 
of  inheritance  during  the  coverture,  which  could  be  taken  in  execution  by 
his  creditors. 

The  Constitution  of  Oregon,  which  went  into  effect  February  14,  1859,  pro- 
vides (Art.  XV,  §  5)  that  certain  property  of  every  married  woman  "  shall 
not  be  subject  to  the  debts  or  contracts  of  the  husband: "  Held,  that  this 
provision  had  the  effect  as  to  third  persons  at  least,  to  make  such  property 
thereafter  the  wife's  separate  property. 

The  separate  property  of  a  married  woman  is  that  of  which  she  has  the  ex- 
clusive control  and  benefit,  and  its  character  as  such  must  be  imparted  to 
it  by  the  instrument  or  power  by  which  the  wife  acquires  the  property. 

Property  conveyed  to  &  wife  and  her  heirs  by  her  then  husband,  by  an  or- 
dinary deed  which  contains  no  terms,  from  which  it  appears  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  grantor  to  exclude  the  husband,  as  such,  from  the  benefit 
and  control  of  it,  is  not,  by  operation  of  such  deed,  her  separate  property. 

The  constitutional  provision  aforesaid  concerning  certain  property  of  married 
women  was  not  intended  to  operate  retroactively,  so  as  to  affect  rights  al- 
ready vested  in  the  husband;  and  by  Article  XVIII,  §  10,  of  the  Constitn- 
tion,  is  prevented  from  so  doing,  if  it  otherwise  would. 

Marriage  is  not  a  contract  within  the  purview  of  the  National  Constitution, 
but  a  civil  institution  or  relation,  to  be  regulated  and  controled  by  law,  so 
far  as  the  rights  of  the  parties  thereto  in  the  property  of  each  other  is  con- 
cerned; and  until  these  become  vested  interests  the  legislative  power  may 
regulate  the  subject  from  time  to  time,  to  suit  the  wants  of  society,  or  the 
interests  of  the  parties  to  the  relation — therefore  the  provision  aforesaid 
in  relation  to  the  property  of  married  women  applies  to  marriages  existing 
when  it  went  into  force,  so  far  as  after  acquired  property  is  concerned. 

Money  loaned  by  the  wife  to  her  husband  in  1857,  which  came  to  her  by  the 
sale  of  real  property  inherited  before  that  time,  was,  by  virtue  of  the  mar- 
riage, the  property  of  the  husband,  and  therefore  where  property  was  after- 
wards purchased  by  the  husband  and  the  conveyance  therefor  taken  to  the 
wife  for  the  ostensible  purpose  of  reimbursing  the  latter,  it  is  a  gift  from 
the  husband,  and  not  a  purchase  by  the  wife . 

A  gift  to  the  wife  from  the  husband,  he  acting  in  good  faith  and  being  solvent 
at  the  time,  is  within  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  of  Oregon  (Art. 
XV,  §  5)  concerning  the  property  of  married  women,  and  is  therefore  not 
"  subject  to  the  debts  and  contracts  of  her  husband." 

This  was  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of 
real  property  in  the  city  of  Portland,  and  by  the  stipulation 
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of  the  parties,  was  tried  by  the  Court  without  the  interven- 
tion of  a  jury.  The  facts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  the  find- 
ings of  the  Court  as  follows : 

I.  That  the  defendants,  Alexander  Hamilton  and  Chris- 
tina Hamilton,  were  intermarried  in  the  year  1853,  at  Port- 
land, Oregon,  and  that  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  has 
ever  since  subsisted  between  such  defendants. 

II.  That  on  July  1,  1859,  the  defendant,  A.  Hamilton, 
together  with  certain  other  persons,  made  his  promissory 
note  to  the  plaintiff  herein,  for  the  sum  of  one  thousand 
dollars  with  interest,  at  the  rate  of  three  per  centum  per 
month  thereon;  and  that  afterwards,  on  March  21,-1865,  in 
the  Circuit  Court  for  the  county  of  Clackamas,  State  of  Ore- 
gon, the  plaintiff  herein,  in  a  suit  against  the  defendant,  A. 
Hamilton,  and  the  others  aforesaid,  upon  said  promissory 
note,  duly  recovered  a  judgment  therein  against  the  said 
defendant,  A.  Hamilton,  for  the  sum  of  two  thousand  five 
hundred  and  ninety-nine  dollars. 

III.  That  on  July  27,  1866,  a  writ  of  execution  was  duly 
issued  out  of  the  clerk's  office  of  the  Court  aforesaid,  against 
the  property  of  the  defendant,  A.  Hamilton,  and  directed  to 
the  Sheriff  of  Multnomah  county,  State  of  Oregon;  and  that 
in  pursuance  of  the  command  of  said  writ,  the  Sheriff  afore- 
said, did,  on  July  30,  1866,  duly  levy  on  the  real  property 
described  in  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  herein;  and  that 
said  Sheriff  did,  on  September  4,  1866,  in  pursuance  of  said 
levy,  i-ulj  expose  to  sale  at  public  auction,  the  real  property 
aforesaid,  at  which  sale  the  plaintiff  herein  became  the  pur- 
chaser thereof. 

IV.  Thaf  on  March  26,  1867,  the  Court  aforesaid  made 
an  order  confirming  the  sale  aforesaid  in  all  respects;  and 
that  afterwards  on  June  6,  1867,  the  Sheriff  aforesaid  in 
pursuance  of  the  aforesaid  order  and  proceedings,  duly  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  herein,  a  deed,  whereby, 
he  conveyed  to  said  plaintiff  all  the  right,  title  and  interest, 
which  the  defendant,  A.  Hamilton,  had  in  and  to  the  real 
property  aforesaid,  on  September  4,  1865,  or  at  any  time 
afterwards. 
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V.  That  prior  to  the  marriage  of  the  defendants  as  afore- 
said, Christina  Hamilton,  inherited  from  her  mother  a  piece 
or  parcel  of  real  property,  situate  in  the  State  of  Missouri; 
and  that  in  July,  1857,  she  sold  and  conveyed  the  same  to 
her  brother  for  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars,  receiving 
from  her  said  brother  at  the  same  time  the  additional  sum 
of  two  hundred  dollars,  in  payment  for  the  prior  use  and 
occupation,  by  her  said  brother,  of  said  real  property. 

YI.  That  on  February  13,  1858,  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  paid  by  Christina  Hamilton, 
Daniel  H.  Lownsdale  did,  by  his  deed  duly  executed  and 
delivered,  convey  to  said  Christina  Hamilton  the  real  prop- 
erty, described  in  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  herein  as 
block  two  hundred  and  fifty,,  to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  to 
her  and  the  heirs  of  herself  by  the  defendant,  A.  Hamilton 
forever;  and  that  the  said  five  hundred  dollars  paid  to 
Daniel  H.  Lownsdale  as  the  consideration  for  the  convey- 
ance of  block  two  hundred  and  fifty  as  aforesaid,  was  a  part 
of  the  twelve  hundred  dollars,  paid  by  the  brother  of  Chris- 
tina Hamilton  as  aforesaid. 

VII.  That  on  September  5,  1865,  in  the  consideration  of 
the  sum  of  seven  hundred  dollars  paid  by  Christina  Hamil- 
ton, Moses  H.  Young  and  Francis,  his  wife,  did,  by  their 
deed  duly  executed  and  delivered,  convey  to  Christina 
Hamilton,  and  to  her  heirs  of  her  body,  by  her  husband,  A. 
Hamilton,  the  real  property  described  in  the  complaint  of 
the  plaintiff  herein  as  lots  three,  five  and  six,  block  tifD  hun- 
dred and  fifty-three,  to  have  and  to  hold  to  her  and  her 
heirs  by  her  then  husband  to  her  and  their  own 
proper  use  and  benefit  and  behoof  forever,-  free  from  all 
control  of  her  said  husband. 

Yin.  That  on  August  9,  1864,  in  consideration  of  tiie 
release  to  Thomas  Eobertson,  by  Christina  Hamilton,  of  her 
right  of  dower  in  blocks  two  hundred  and  fifty-one  and  two 
hundred  and  fifty-two,  in  the  town  of  Portland,  State  of 
Oregon,  the  said  Thomas  Eobertson  and  Mary,  his  wife, 
did,  by  their  deed  duly  executed  and  delivered,  convey  to 
said  Christina  Hamilton,  and  to  her  heirs  of  her  body,  by 
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her  said  husband,  A.  Hamiltoh,  the  real  property  described 
in  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff  herein,  as  lot  four  in  block 
two  hundred  and  fifty-three,  to  have  and  to  hold  to  her  said 
heirs  as  aforesaid,  to  her  and  their  own  separate  use,  benefit 
and  behoof  forever,  free  from  all  control  of  her  said  hus- 
band. 

IX.  That  the  defendant,  Christina  Hamilton,  did  not  re- 
ceive from  any  source  or  person  other  than  her  husband, 
during  her  marriage  with  the  defendant,  A.  Hamilton,  any 
money  or  property  other  than  the  sum  of  twelve  hundred 
dollars  as  aforesaid,  and  that  of  said  sum  on  or  about  the 
time  of  receiving  the  same,  she  loaned  seven  hundred  dol- 
lars to  the  defendant,  A.  Hamilton,  who  invested  the  same 
in  his  own  name  in  real  property,  namely,  block  two  hun- 
dred and  fifty-one  and  two  hundred  and  fifty-two  aforesaid, 
which  property  was  subsequently  and  prior  to  the  date  of 
the  deed  aforesaid  from  Thomas  Robertson  and  wife,  taken 
on  execution  and  sold  to  satisfy  a  debt  of  said  defendant,  A. 
Hamilton. 

X.  That  on  March  28,  1866,  the  defendant,  Christina 
Hamilton,  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  the  legislative  assembly, 
approved  June  4,  1859,  did  duly  execute  and  cause  to  be  re- 
corded in  the  proper  office  in  the  county  of  Multnomah, 
State  of  Oregon,  a  declaration  of  her  intention  to  hold,  pos- 
sess and  enjoy  in  her  own  right  and  as  her  separate  property, 
all  the  real  property  mentioned  and  described  in  the  com- 
plaint of  the  plaintiff  therein. 

XI.  That  the  defendants,  A.  Hamiltbn  and  Christina 
Hamilton,  on  September  4,  1866,  were  in  the  possession  of 
the  premises  described  in  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiff 
herein,  and  have  continued  in  the  possession  of  the  same  up 
to  the  present  time,  and  that  the  monthly  value  of  the  use 
and  occupation  of  block  two  hundred  and  fifty,  from  Septem- 
ber 4,  1866,  was  fifteen  dollars,  and  of  the  lots  in  block  two 
hundred  and  fifty-three,  twenty  dollars  per  month. 

And  as  a  conclusion  of  law  from  the  premises  aforesaid, 
the  Court  finds  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  estate  or  interest  in 
lots  three,  four,  five  and  six  in  block  two  hundred  and  fifty- 
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three  described  in  the  complaint  herein,  and  is  not  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  but  that 
the  same  is  the  separate  property  of  the  defendant,  Christina 
Hamilton,  and  was  so  since  the  date  of  the  conveyance  of 
the  same  to  her  as  aforesaid,  and  further,  that  the  plaintiff, 
since  September  4,  1866,  was  seized  of  an  estate  for  the  life 
of  the  defendant,  A.  Hamilton,  in  block  two  hundred  and 
fifty,  described  in  the  complaint  herein,  and  that  he  is  en- 
titled to  the  possession  of  said  block  during  the  continuance 
of  such  estate,  as  against  the  defendant  herein;  and  that 
said  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  off  the  defendant,  A. 
Hamilton,  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  forty-seven  dollars 
for  the  use  and  occupation  of  said  block  since  September  4, 
1866,  together  with  the  costs  and  disbursements  of  this  ac- 
tion to  be  taxed;  and  that  he  should  have  judgment  accord- 
ingly. 

Deadt,  J.  By  virtue  of  the  sheriff's  sale,  on  September 
4,  1866,  and  the  subsequent  deed  to  the  plaintiff,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  osder  confirming  such  sale,  the  plaintiff  acquired 
all  the  estate  or  interest  which  the  defendant,  A.  Hamilton, 
had  in  the  real  property  described  in  the  complaint  at  the 
time  of  such  sale. 

What  then  was  the  interest,  if  any,  of  A.  Hamilton  in  the 
property  in  question  on  September  4,  1866  ? 

Block  two  hundred  and  fifty  was  conveyed  to  the  wife, 
Christina  Hamilton,  on  February  13, 1858.  At  that  time  the 
effect  of  marriage  upon  the  property  of  the  wife  was  regulated 
and  prescribed  in  Oregon  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law. 
By  the  common  law,  the  husband,  by  reason  of  the  marriage, 
became  seized  of  a  freehold  estate  in  all  the  lands  in  which 
the  wife  had  an  estate  of  inheritance.  ( WJiite  v.  White,  5 
Barb.  474,  481;  Snyder  v.  Snyder,  3  lb.  621;  2  Kent's 
Com.  108;  2  Bac.  Ab.  695,  705.)  This  freehold  estate, 
which  the  common  law  gave  the  husband  in  the  lands  of  his 
wife,  was  his  absolute  property,  as  much  as  though  it  had 
been  conveyed  to  him  by  his  wife  before  marriage.  It  could 
be  seized  and  sold  on  execution  by  the  creditors  of  the  hus- 
band.    (2  Kent's  Com.  110.) 


JUNE,  1867.  273 


Addison  M.  Starr  v.  Alexander  Haitiilton. 


But  it  is  claimed  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  Christina 
Hamilton,  that  the  Constitution  of  this  State  has  worked  a 
change  in  the  law  in  this  respect,  which  is  applicable  to  this 
case. 

The  Constitution  (Art.  XV,  g  5),  provides— "The  prop- 
erty and  pecuniary  rights  of  every  married  woman  at  the 
time  of  marriage,  or  afterwards  acquired  by  gift,  devise  or 
inheritance,  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  debts  or  contracts  of 
the  husband ;  and  laws  shall  be  passed  for  the  registration 
of  the  wife's  separate  property." 

Independent  of  the  constitutional  provision,  the  property 
of  the  wife  is  not  necessarily  her  separate,  property  or  estate. 
"The  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  is  that  alone  of 
which  she  has  the  exclusive  control  and  benefit,  independent 
of  the  husband,  and  the  proceeds  of  which  she  may  dispose 
of  as  she  pleases;  and  its  character  as  such  must  be  imparted 
to  the  property  by  the  vmtrument  (oj;  power  otherwise)  by 
which  she  is  invested  with  such  right  to  it."  (Cord's  Mar. 
Wom.,  §  225.) 

The  instrument  by  which  block  two  hundred  and  fifty  was 
conveyed  to  Christina  Hamilton  did  not  in  any  degree  impart 
to  it  the  character  of  separate  property.  It  is  but  an  ordi- 
nary deed,  conveying  the  property  to  her  and  heirs  by  her 
husband,  and  contains  no  terms  from  which  it  can  be  infer- 
red that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  grantor  to  exclude  the 
husband,  as  such,  from  the  benefit  and  control  of  it.  For 
aught  that  appears  in  the  deed,  the  property  was  conveyed 
to  the  wife,  subject  to  the  general  marital  rights  of  the  hus- 
band as  then  prescribed  and  defined  by  law. 

Looking  then  to  the  nature  of  the  instrument  by  which 
block  two  hundred  and  fifty  was  conveyed  to  the  wife,  and 
the  law  as  it  stood  at,  the  time  of  such  conveyance,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  husband  then  became  seized. 
of  a  freehold  estate  in  the  same,  which  could  be  taken  on 
execution  by  his  creditors.  The  fact  that  the  purchase 
money  was  derived  from  the  sale  of  the  wife's  real  property 
in  Missouri,  which  she  inherited  from  her  mother,  does  not 
affect  the  question.  That  was  not  her  separate  property.  It 
19 
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was  her  general  property  and  subject  to  the  marital  rigjits 
of  her  husband,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  in  1853.  More- 
over, by  the  sale  of  it  in  1857,  it  was  converted  into  per- 
sonal property — ^money — and  upon  the  receipt  by  him  be- 
came the  absolute  and  exclusive  property  of  the  husband. 
The  Constitution  went  into  force  on  February  14,  1859. 
What  affect  did  it  have  upon  the  rights  of  the  husband  in 
this  property?  The  Constitution  makes  provision  for  the 
registration  of  the  wife's  separate  property,  but  does  not  de- 
clare in  express  terms  what  shall  be  considered  such  sepa- 
rate property.  The  contemplated  registration  is  not  for  the 
benefit  of  the  wife,  but  for  the  protection  of  the  public. 
Still  it  is  evident  that  the  Constitution  intended  to  change 
the  law  on  the  subject  of  the  wife's  property,  and  to  change 
in  favor  of  the  Avife.  This  being  the  case,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  courts  to  give  effect  to  such  purpose  so  far  as  it  can  be 
ascertained  with  reasonable  certainty.  If  the  Constitution 
had  said — "The  property  and  pecuniary  rights  of  every 
married  woman,"  etc.,  shall  he  deemed  to  be  her  separate  prop- 
erty, or  shall  be  held  by  Jier  as  her  separate  property,  no  doubt 
could  arise  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  language  employed. 
This  would  have  imparted  a  particular  character  to  her  prop- 
erty, so  far  as  enumerated  in  the  Constitution,  however 
acquired ;  the  effect  of  which  would  have  been  to  have  ex- 
cluded her  husband  from  all  control  over  it  or  benefit  in  it. 
The  language  actually  employed  in  the  Constitution  is — 
"Shall  not  be  subject  to  the  debts  or  contracts  of  the  husband." 
~~  Taken  in  connection  with  the  following  clause,  providing  for 
the  registration  of  the  wife's  separate  property,  I  think  these 
words  ought  to  be  construed,  so  far  at  least  as  third  persons 
are  concerned,  as  equivalent  to  a  declaration  that  the  prop- 
erty enumerated  in  section  5  shall  be  the  separate  property 
of  the  wife.  If  the  wife's  property  is  not  to  be  "subject 
to  the  debts  or  contracts  of  the  husband,"  he  is  thereby  pre- 
cluded from  any  control  over  it,  and  if  he  has  any  benefit 
or  interest  in  it,  it  is  beyond  the  reach  of  his  creditors,  for 
it  is  not  "subject  to  his  debts  or  contracts."  This  seems  to 
be  the  conclusion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  in 
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BrummetY.  Weaver  (^  Or.  Eep.  168).  Any  narrower  con- 
struction than  this  would  defeat  the  evident  intention  of  the 
Constitution  to  change  the  law  concerning  the  eiFect  of  mar- 
riage upon  the  wife's  property  in  favor  of  the  wife.  If,  not- 
withstanding the  provision  in  the  Constitution,  the  husband, 
by  reason  of  the  marriage,  is  still  invested  with  a  freehold 
estate  in  his  wife's  lands,  then  it  may  be  well  said,  as  main- 
tained by  the  plaintiff,  that  such  estate — the  property  of  the 
husband — may  be  taken  on  execution  by  the  creditors  of  the 
husband,  without  conflicting  with  the  provision  in  the  Con- 
stitution concerning  the  property  of  tlie  wife.  Such  a  con- 
struction would  leave  the  subject  as  it  stood  at  common  law, 
without  giving  any  effect  to  the  Constitution  whatever.  For 
these  reasons  I  think  that  the  property  of  the  wife,  as  enu- 
merated or  described  in  the  Constitution,  ought  to  be  con- 
sidered her  separate  estate  in  the  technical  sense  of  that 
term — ^property  over  which  the  husband  acquires  none  of  the 
marital  rights  known  to  the  common  law. 

At  the  time  the  Constitution  went  into  force  and  from  the 
date  of  the  conveyance  to  the  wife,  the  husband  had  a  free- 
hold estate  in  block  two  hundred  and  fifty.  This  was  a 
vested  right.  Could  the  Constitution  take  it  away  from  him 
and  give  it  to  the  wife,  or  should  it  be  so  construed? 

The  act  of  April  7,  1848,  of  the  New  York  Legislature, 
for  the  more  effectual  protection  of  the  property  of  married 
women,  so  far  as  it  related  to  existing  rights  of  property,  in 
married  persons,  was  declared  unconstitutional  and  void  by 
the  Courts  of  that  State.  ( White  v.  White,  5  Barb.  474; 
Wesiervelt  v.  Gregg,  2  Kernan,  202.)  These  decisions  main- 
tain, that  the  rights  of  the  husband  in  the  property  of  the 
wife  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  were  vested  rights 
to  property,  of  which  he  could  not  be  deprived,  except  by 
due  process  of  law — forensic  trial  and  judgment.  But  this 
conclusion  was  put  upon  the  ground  of  the  prohibition  con- 
tained in  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  New  York:  "No 
person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  lihert'jf  or  property,  without 
due  process  of  law;"  while  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  enact- 
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ment  under  consideration  is  a  part  of  the  Constitution  itself 
— the  supreme  law  of  the  land. 

Whether  the  people  of  a  State  in  the  formation  and  adop- 
tion of  a  Constitution  are  omnipotent  or  not  is  an  unsettled 
question.  Probably  they  ought  to  be  held  so,  in  the  same 
sense  in  which  the  English  parliament  is  deemed  om- 
nipotent— as  having  power  to  "do  every  thing  that  is  not  nat- 
urally impossible."  (1  Black.  Com.  161.)  They  are  for 
the  time  being  the  supreme  sovereign  power  of  the  State, 
and  the  Constitution  is  their  direct,  definite  and  permanent 
will,  expressed  in  the  form  of  a  law. 

But  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  pass  upon  this  ques- 
tion, because  I  am  satisfied  that  the  provision  in  the  State 
Constitution  was  not  intended  and  does  not  operate  retro- 
actively. It  is  a  general  and  salutary  rule  of  the  common 
law,  that  "no  statute  is  to  have  a  retrospect  beyond  the  time 
of  its  commencement"  (6  Ba.  Ab.  370);  and  this  rule  applies 
in  the  construction  of  a  Constitution  as  well  as  a  statute.  In 
the  construction  of  statutes,  courts  are  to  take  "as  a  lead- 
ing guide,  *  *  *  the  presumption  that  all  laws  are 
prospective  and  not  retrospective,"  Bash  v.  Fan  Kluck  (7 
John.  486) J  and  Kent  Ch.  J.  (Id.  502)  says:  "The  very 
essence  of  a  new  law  is  a  rule  for  future  uses." 

The  language  of  the  Constitution  is  in  no  sense  retrospec- 
tive. It  declares  a  new  and  important  rule  of  property,  as 
to  married  persons,  and  this  rule,  at  least  in  the  absence  of 
express  words  to  the  contrary,  should  be  construed  as  only 
intended  to  be  applied  to  "future  cases."  I  understand 
that  the  learned  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State, 
from  the  fourth  district,  has,  on  the  circuit,  construed  this 
provision  of  the  Constitution  as  being  prospective.  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State 
on  the  subject. 

But  I  think  the  last  clause  of  See.  10,  Art.  XVIII,  of  the 
Constitution,  confines  the  operation  of  this  provision  to  fu- 
ture cases.  Section  10  is  the  saving  clause  of  the  new  Con- 
stitution. It  declares  that  the  property  and  right  of  the  ter- 
ritory and  political  subdivisions  thereof  shall  remain  "as  if 
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the  change  of  Govermnent  had  not  been  made;  and  private 
rights  shall  not  be  affected  by  such  change."  The  freehold  es- 
tate of  the  husband  in  block  two  hundred  and  fifty  was  vested 
in  him  before  and  at  the  time  this  change  was  made.  The 
enjoyment  and  ownership  of  this  estate  was  then  a  private 
right  in  the  husband — a  right  of  property — and  as  such  is 
protected  by  this  saving  clause,  even  if  there  was  any  doubt 
as  to  the  true  construction  of  Art.  XV,  g  5. 

The  registration  of  this  property,  on  March  28,  1866,  so 
far  as  block  two  hundred  and  fifty  is  concerned,  availed  the 
wife  nothing.  In  fact  she  had  no  separate  property  in  that 
block  to  protect  by  registration.  The  plaintiff  having  si|p- 
ceeded  by  purchase  to  the  estate  or  interest  of  the  husband 
in  block  two  hundred  and  fifty,  is  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  the  same.  The  duration  of  this  estate  is  for  the  lite  of 
the  husband,  for  although  at  common  law,  this  estate  might 
terminate  with  the  death  of  the  wife,  for  want  of  issue  born 
alive,  yet ,  by  our  statute  the  husband  is  tenant  by  the 
courtesy,  "although  such  husband  and  wife  may  not  have 
had  issue  bom  alive."  (Or.  Code,  717.)  As  the  defend- 
ants wrongfully  withhold  the  possession  from  the  plaintiff, 
.  he  must  have  judgment  against  them  accordingly,  and 
against  the  defendant,  A.  Hamilton,  for  damages  for  the  use 
and  occupation  of  the  property  since  September  4,  1866, 
according  to  the  findings  of  the  Court. 

As  to  the  lots  three,  four,  five  and  six  in  block  two  hundred 
and  fifty-three,  the  facts  are  different.  They  were  conveyed 
to  the  wife  after  the  Constitution  went  into  force,  and  by 
force  of  the  Constitution  and  the  registration  of  March  28, 
1866,  must  be  held  to  be  the  wife's  separate  property,  un- 
less the  following  objections  of  the  plaintiff  or  some  of  them 
are  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  Constitution. 

1.  The  Constitution  can  only  apply  to  future  marriages, 
for  by  the  obligations  of  the  marriage  contract  entered  into 
before  the  Constitution,  the  husband  was  entitled  to  a  free- 
hold estate  in  all  estates  of  inheritance  which  the  wife  might 
acquire  during  coverture : 

2.  The  property  in  these  lots  was  acquired  by  purchase, 
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and  property  acquired  by  the  wife  after  marriage  is  not  de- 
clared to  be  separate  property  by  the  Constitution,  unless 
acquired  by  gift,  devise  or  inheritance: 

3.  If  these  lots  can  be  said  to  be  acquired  by  gift,  it  was 
the  gift  of  the  husband  to  the  wife,  and  on  grounds  of  pub- 
lic policy  the  Constitution  should  be  so  construed  as  to 
exclude  such  gifts  from  the  category  of  separate  property. 

The  first  of  these  objections  raises  the  question,  long 
mooted,  as  to  whether  marriage  is  a  contract  withia  the  pro- 
vision of  the  National  Constitution  which  forbids  any  State 
from  passing  a  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  a  contract. 
1^0  not  think  this  objection  well  founded.  Marriage  has 
its  inception  in  contract — the  assent  of  the  parties— but 
when  established  it  becomes  a  relation.  This  relation  is  in 
no  sense  a  contract.  It  is  rather  a  civil  institution,  beyond 
the  control  or  caprice  of  the  parties  to  it,  to  be  governed 
and  regulated  bylaw.  This  law,  and  not  contract,  regulates 
and  prescribes  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  property  of 
each  other,  and  until .  these  become  vested  interests,  the 
legislative  power  may  modify  them  from  time  to  time,  to 
suit  the  convenience  and  wants  of  society,  or  to  promote 
the  relation  or  to  protect  the  parties  to  it.  In  my  judgment 
the  Constitution  should  be  construed,  as  applicable  to  mar- 
riages in  existence  when  the  Constitution  went  into  force,  so 
far  as  the  after  acquired  property  of  the  wife  is  concerned. 
(See  White  v.  White,  and  Snyder  v.  Snyder,  supra  477,  623.) 

The  second  objection  is  not  free  from  difficulty.  Strictly 
speaking  the  real  property  can  only  be  acquired  hjparchme 
or  descent.  "Descent  is  the  title  whereby  a  person,  upon 
the  death  of  his  ancestor,  acquired  the  estate  of  the  latter 
as  his  heir  at  law."  (Bouv.  Die.  448.)  The  title  to  real 
property  acquired  in  any  other  manner  than  by  descent  is 
title  by  purchase.  The  phrase  in  the  Constitution  "by  in- 
heritance, is  in  legal  parlance  the  exact  equivalent  of  "de- 
scent." Title,  or  acquisition  ly  gift  or  devise,  is  in  law  a  title 
by  purchase.  The  Constitution  cannot  be  construed  to  pre- 
vent the  wife  in  any  case  from  holding  as  her  separate  prop- 
erty that  which  she  acquires  during  marriage  by  purchase  in 
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the  legal  sense  of  that  term.  It  expressly  includes  aequisi- 
tions«by  gift  or  devise,  and  in  law  these  are  both  deemed 
titles  by  purchase. 

But  I  suppose  the  Constitution  could  not  be  construed  to 
include  property  acquired  by  the  wife  by  purchase  in  the 
popular  sense — that  is  when  the  title  was  obtained  for  a 
valuable  consideration  moving  directly  from  herself,  unless 
the  purchase  consist  as  a  matter  of  fact  in  the  exchange'  or 
investment  of  already  acquired  separate  property  for  some 
other.  ^ 

However,  upon  the  facts,  in  my  opinion,  the  title  to  these 
lots  was  not  acquired  by  th^wife  by  purchase  in  the  popular 
sense.  It  must  be  presumed  that  the  consideration  pro- 
ceeded directly  from  the  husband.  The  wife  had  no  sepa- 
rate property  out  of  which  to  make  the  purchase.  The 
seven  hundred  dollars  which  she  loaned  (as  she  calls  it)  her 
husband  in  1857,  was  already  his  property  by  virtue  of  the 
marriage.  The  consideration  paid  for  these  lots  being  just 
seven  hundred  dollars,  it  is  evident  that  as  between  the  hus- 
band and  wife  the  purchase  was  made  for  the  purpose  of 
returning  to  the  latter  the  remainder  of  the  money  that  he 
had  acquired  by  the  sale  of  her  Missouri  property.  In  this 
view  of  the  matter,  the  transaction  is  substantially  a  gift  to 
the  wife  from  the  husband. 

The  third  objection  assumes  that  a  gift  from  the  husband 
to  th&  wife  is  against  public  policy.  The  language  of  the 
Constitution  is  unqualified— property  acquired  by  gift.  As 
the  law  stood  before  the  Constitution,  the  husband  could 
give  property  to  his  wife,  though  for  other  reasons  it  was 
necessary  to  resort  to  the  intervention  of  a  trustee.  It 
should  be  remembered  also,  that  in  this  case,  there  is  no 
question  of  fraud  or  rights  of  creditors.  The  plaintiff 
claims  as  the  purchaser  of  the  husband,  and  only  acquired 
the  rights  of  the  latter  as  against  the  wife.  Where  a  hus- 
band in  solvent  condition  and  in  good  faith  makes  a  gift  to 
his  wife,  I  know  of  no  rule  of  law  or  principle  of  public 
policy  that  can  be  invoked  to  declare  the  same  void. 

Besides,  wjjatever  may  have  been  the  law  or  public  policy 
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I  do  not  see  how  any  court  can  presume  to  limit  or  restrict 
the  language  of  the  Constitution,  and  hold  that  the  unquali- 
fied words — acqmred  by  gift — shall  have  effect  only  in  the 
diminished'  sense — by  gift  from  some  person  other  than  her 
husband.  This  would  be  legislation  and  not  construction — 
and  legislation  on  mere  grounds  of  public  policy,  a  matter 
for  the  law  maker  to  determine  and  not  the  Courts. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  that  the  lots  in  blocks  two  hundred 
and  fifty-three  are  a  ^ft  from  the  husband  to  the  wife,  and 
that  by  force  of  the  Constitution  and  the  registration  of, 
March  28,  1866,  they  became  the  separate  property  of  the 
latter.  This  being  the  case,  tlje  plaintiff  acquired  nothing 
by  his  purchase  of  the  husband's  interest  at  the  Sheriff's 
sale,  for  the  simple  reason  that  the  latter  had  no  interest  in 
the  property— at  least  no  interest  which  could  be  the  sub- 
ject of  levy  and  sale  on  execution. 

In  the  consideration  of  lots  in  block  two  hundred  and 
fifty-three,  I  have  omitted  to  make  special  mention  of  lot 
four.  The  consideration  for  the  conveyance  of  this  lot  to 
the  wife  was  her  release  of  her  right  of  dower  in  certain 
other  property  of  the  husband's  which  had  been  taken  and 
sold  on  execution.  This  right  of  dower  was  a  mere  contin- 
gency, depending  upon  whether  the  wife  survived  the  hus- 
band or  not.  The  estate  of  the  tenant  in  dower  is  neither 
acquired  by  gift,  .devise  or  inheritance.  The  contingent 
right  to  dower  in  the  lands  of  the  husband,  which  the  wife 
has  during  the  life  of  the  latter  is  a  mere  expectancy  and 
cannot  be  called  her  separate  property — if  it  can  be  termed 
property  at  all.  Money  derived  from  the  sale  of  such  right 
becomes  the  property  of  the  husband  "When  the  husband 
joined  with  the  wife  in  the  release  of  the  right  of  dower  to 
Eobinson,  in  consideration  that  Eobinson  then  conveyed  to 
the  wife  lot  4, 1  think  he  appropriated  the  proceeds  or  value 
of  the  right  of  dower  to  the  purchase  of  that  lot,  and  made 
a  gift  of  it  to  the  wife.* 

It  may  also  be  noticed,  that  by  the  terms  of  the  convey- 

*iSee  Skk  v.  Hamilton  d  al.,  post. 
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ance,  granting  the  lots  in  block  two  hundred  and  fifty-three 
to  tUe  wife,  it  is  provided  that  she  shall  hold  them  to  her 
own  separate  use  and  benefit,  and  free  from  the  control  of 
her  husband.  Whether  this  form  of  conveyance  was  not 
sufficient  to  make  this  the  separate  property  of  the  wife, 
independent  of  the  provision  of  the  Constitution,  I  do  not 
decide.  The  question  was  pressed  upon  the  Court  hy  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants,  but  the  conclusion  to  which  I 
have  arrived  renders  it  unnecessary  to  consider  it. 

Judgment  must  be  given  for  the  plaintiff,  in  accordance 
with  the  conclusion  of  law  in  the  findings  of  the  Court. 

Ml: 

W.  JF".  Pagre,  for  plaintiff. 


W.  Lair  Hill,  for  defendant. 


DISTBICT  COUET,  JULY  23,  1867. 
THE  UNITED  STATES    v.  J.  E.  WALSH. 

The  Court  has  not  judicial  knowledge  whether  there  are  matches  known  to 
the  arts  and  commerce  other  than  those  called  lucifer  oi  friction,  and  there- 
fore not  subject  to  duty. 

"Where  the  cause  of  action  and  arrest  are  identical,  a  verified  complaint  is  a 
sufficient  affidavit  upon  which  to  allow  an  order  ^  arrest. 

The  conditions  and  restrictions  imposed  by  State  law  upon  the  allowance  of 
imprisonment  for  debt,  subsequent  to  the  act  of  January  14,  1841  (5  Stat. 
410),  are  not  adopted  by  such  act;  and,  therefore,  not  in  force  in  the 
United  States  Courts,  unless  adopted  as  a  rule  thereof. 

The  clause  in  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of  Oregon  (Art.  I,  P9),  prohibit- 
ing "imprisonment  for  debt,  except  in  cases  of  fraud, "  construed  not  to 
apply  to  an  action  for  a  tort  or  penalty,  but  only  to  cases  of  debt  arising 
upon  contract,  express  or  implied. 

A  manufacturer  of  matches  who  disposes  of  the  same  without  stamping 
them,  aa  required  by  law,  thereby  commits  a  fraud  upon  the  United 
States,  and  in  an  action  by  the  latter  to  recover  a  penalty  for  such  viola- 
tion, the  defendant  may  be  arrested  as  in  an  action  for  a  debt  incurred  by 
fraud. 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  sixteen  penalties  of 
$50  each  off  the  defendant  for  making,  preparing  and  selling 
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lucifer  matches,  witliOTit  stamping  the  same,  contrary  to  the 
Internal  Eevenue  Act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  144).  »The 
action  was  commenced  by  filing  the  complaint  on  May  23, 
1867,  and  on  the  same  day  an  order  for  the  arrest  of  the 
defendant  was  allowed.  On  May  27,  the  defendant  was  ar- 
rested and  gave  bail  in  the  sum  of  $800,  and  on  July  10,  his 
attorney  filed  a  motion  to  vacate  the  order. 

The  motion  was  made  and  argued  as  the  cause  was  called 
for  trial,  but  the  trial  proceeded  and  the  decision  of  the  mo- 
tion was  reserved  for  consideration.  On  the  trial  the  plaintiff 
had  a  verdict  for  $800. 

Dea33y,  J.  The  grounds  of  th%  motion  to  vacate  the  order 
of  arrest  in  this  case  are : 

1.  Because  the  order  was  improperly  made. 

2.  Because  the  affidavit  was  insufficient. 

3.  Because  there  is  no  undertaking  for  the  writ. 

The  complaint  is  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  informer,  S. 
P.  Eeed,  and  charges  that  the  defendant,  on  April  22,  1867, 
did  manufacture  and  sell  eight  packages  of  friction  matches, 
without  stamping  the  same,  or  either  of  them,  as  required 
by  the  statutes  of  the  United  States;  and,  also,  that  on  May 
1,  1867,  did  in  like  manner  manufacture  and  sell  eight  other 
packages  of  friction  matches. 

At  the  time  of  allowing  the  order  of  arrest  there  was  also 
filed  the  separate  affidavit  of  the  informer,  containing  sub- 
stantially the  same  facts  as  the  complaint,  except  that  the 
articles  therein  alleged  to  have  been  manufactured  and  sold, 
were  described  simply  as  matches,  without  being  designated 
as  either  lucifer  ov  friction  matches. 

Section  9,  of  the  Internal  Eevenue  Act,  of  July  13,  1866 
(14  Stat.  144),  requires  that  lucifer  or  friction  matches  shaU 
be  stamped  as  prescribed  in  schedule  C,  and  imposes  "a  pen- 
alty of  fifty  dollars  for  every  omission  to  affix  suq|^  stamp." 

Counsel  for  the  defendant  maintains,  that  this  affidavit  is 
insufficient  to  authorize  the  order  of  arrest,  because  it  does 
not  specifically  allege  that  the  matches  manufactured, and 
sold  by  the  defendant  without  stamps,  were  either  ludfer  or 
fricUon  matches. 
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The  only  kind  of  matches  subject  to  stamp  duty  under  the 
Internal  Eevenue  Act,  is  by  that  act  designated  or  called 
lucifer  or  friction  matches.  Whether  there  are  any  other 
kinds  of  matches  known  to  the  arts  or  commerce,  which  are 
not  subject  to  such  duty,  is  a  question  of  fact,  of  which  I 
cannot  take  judicial  knowledge.  Ought  I,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  pro  or  con,  to  presume  that  there  are  other  kinds  of 
matches,  not  subject  to  duty,  and  that  therefore  the  act 
stated  in  the  affidavit,  may  or  may  not  be  cause  of  arrest  ? 
I  incline  to  think  not.  But  admitting  for  the  purpose  of  the 
argument  that  the  affidavit  is  insufficient  for  want  of  cer- 
tainty in  this  particular,  it  cannot  affect  this  motion.  Where 
the  cause  of  action  is  sufficiently  set  forth  in  the  complaint, 
and  the  cause  of  action  and  arrest  are  identical,  there  is  no 
necessity  for  an  additional  or  separate  affidavit  to  authorize 
the  order  for  an  arrest.  In  this  case,  the  cause  of  action 
and  arrest  are  identical,  and  the  statement  of  the  facts  in 
the  complaint  is  siffficient  for  either  purpose.  The  order 
allowing  the  arrest  of  the  defendant  may  be  made  when  it 
appears  by  affidavit,  that  a  sufficient  cause  of  action  and  ar- 
rest exists.  (Or.  Code,  165.)  Upon  the  same  principle,  an 
execution  is  allowed  against  the  body,  without  affidavit  or 
other  proof  than  the  record,  when  it  appears  from  the  record 
that  the  cause  of  action,  on  account  of  which  the  judgment 
was  given,  was  also  a  cause  of  arrest.    (JDv.  Code,  210.) 

The  statute  only  requires  that  the  facts  necessary  to  au- 
thorize the  order  of  arrest  shall  appear  by  affidavit.  If  the 
complaint  shows  a  cause  of  action  and  no  more — as  that  the 
defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  for  money  loaned — 
then  it  would  be  necessary  to  show  by  affidavit  in  addition 
to  the  complaint,  that  a  cause  of  arrest  exists  also — as  that 
the  defendant  obtained  the  loan  by  fraud. 

The  statute  should  not  be  so  construed  as  to  require  the 
plaintiff  to  do  a  useless  act  to  obtain  the  order.  A  verified 
complaint  is  in  this  respect  an  affidavit.  It  is  a  statement 
of  facts,  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  party  making  it.  If  it 
appears  from  such  a  complaint  that  there  exists  against  the 
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.  defendant  botli  a  cause  of  action  and  arrest,  enougii  is  shown 
to  justify  the  order  of  arrest. 

The  objection  that  no  undertaking  was  giyen  for  the  writ, 
to  indemnify  the  defendant,  wUl  be  next  considered.  The 
subject  of  arrest  and  imprisonment  in  civil  actions  in  the 
Courts  of  the  United  States,  is  regulated  by  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress, of  February  28,  1839,  and  January  14,  1841  (5  Stat. 
321, 410),  the  latter  being  declaratory  of  the  former.  The  first 
of  these  acts  substantially  provides  that  no  person  shall  be  im- 
prisoned for  debt  on  process  issuing  out  of  the  Courts  of  the 
United  States,  in  any  State  where  by  the  laws  of  such  State 
imprisonment  for  debt  has  been  abolished,  and  that  where 
imprisonment  for  debt  was  allowed  upon  conditions  and  re. 
strictions,  it  should  be  allowed  in  like  manner  in  the  United 
States  Courts.  This  act  was  not  prospective,  and  therefore 
did  not  adopt  the  future  legislation  of  the  States.  It  was 
also  held  not  to  apply  to  actions  in  which  the  United  States 
was  plaintiff.  On  this  latter  account  the  act  of  January  14, 
1841,  was  passed,  which  declared,  that  the  act  of  Febru- 
ary 28,  1839,  should  be  construed  to  abolish  imprisonment 
for  debt  in  the  United  States  Courts,  in  all  cases  where,  by 
the  laws  ef  the  State,  imprisonment  for  debt  has  been  or 
shall  hereafter  he  abolished. 

The  act  is  prospective  in  its  terms,  so  far  as  future 
laws  of  the  State  abolishing  imprisonment  for  debt  are 
concerned.  Whether  Congress  has  the  power  to  adopt 
prospectively  State  legislation  on  any  given  subject, 
I  do  not  propose  to  discuss.  The  power  has  been 
seriously  questioned,  and  upon  apparently  good  grounds. 
In  re  Freeman,  (2  Cur.  491).  But  the  act  of  1841,  is  silent 
concerning  the  future  laws  of  the  States  imposing  restric- 
tions and  conditions  upon  the  allowance  of  imprisonment 
for  debt.  It  does  not  purport  to  adopt  them.  The  law  of 
this  State  regulating  arrest  in  civil  actions,  requires  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  an  arrest,  that  the  plaintiff  shaU  give 
an  undertaking  to  pay  the  defendant  "  all  costs  that  may  be 
adjudged  to  him  and  aU  damages  which  he  may  sustain  by 
reason  of  the  arrest,  if  the  same  be  wrongful  or  without 
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sufficient  cause,  not  exceeding  the  sum  specified  in  the 
undertaking."  (Or.  Code,  165-6.)  This  is  a  condition  or 
restriction  imposed  upon  the  allowance  of  an  order  of  arrest, 
and  is  not  adopted  by  the  acts  of  Congress.  The  adoption 
of  this  law  by  a  rule  of  Court,  might  make  it  of  force  as  a 
rule  of  Court  between  private  suitors,  and  even  this  is 
questionable.  But  the  United  States  as  plaintiff  in  an 
action,  could  not  be  bound  by  such  a  law  unless  enacted  or 
adopted  by  Congress.  This  Court  could  not  by  rule  require 
the  United  States  to  give  security  for  costs,  or  damages. 
The  United  States  never  pays  costs  to  the  adverse  party, 
and  it  would  not  be  bound  by  any  undertaking  entered  into 
on  its  behalf  to  pay  any  one,  unless  authorized  by  act  of 
Congress. 

The  objection  that  the  order  was  improperly  allowed, 
raises  the  question,  whether  the  United  States  is  entitled 
to  arrest  a  defendant  in  an  action  for  a  penalty,  in  this 
State.  The  Constitution  of  this  State  (Art.  I,  §  19),  enacts: 
"There  shall  be  no  imprisonment  for  debt,  except  in  case 
of  fraud  or  absconding  debtors."     (Or.  Code,  99). 

The  laws  of  this  State  provides,  among  other  causes,  that 
the  defendant  may  be  arrested  on  a  civil  "  action  for  a  fine 
or  penalty."     (Or.  Code,  164.) 

Counsel  for  the  defendant  maintains  that  this  act  of  the 
Legislative  Assembly,  is  in  this  particular  repugnant  to  the 
Constitution  of  the  State,  and  therefore  void.  No  decision 
of  the  Supreme  Court  is  cited  in  support  of  this  position, 
and  none  is  known  to  have  been  made. 

The  word  debt  is  of  very  general  use,  and  has  many  shades 
of  meaning.  Looking  to  the  origin  and  progress  of  the 
change  in  public  opinion,  which  finally  led  to  the  abolition 
of  imprisonment  for  debt,  it  is  reasonable  to  presume,  that 
this  provision  in  the  State  Constitution,  was  intended  to 
prevent  the  useless  and  often  cruel  imprisonment  of  persons, 
who  having  honestly  become  indebted  to  another,  are  unable 
to  pay  as  they  undertook  and  promised.  In  this  view  of 
the  matter  the  clause  in  question  should  be  construed  as  if 
it  read:  "There  shall  be  no  imprisonment  for  debt  arising 
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upon  contract  express  or  implied,  except,"  etc.  Such  is  sub- 
stantially the  language  employed  in  the  Legislative  acts  of 
most  of  the  States,  abolishing  imprisonment  for  debt;  and 
there  can  be  but  little  doubt  that  this  was  the  end  which 
the  framers  of  the  Constitution  had  in  view,  as  well  as  the 
popular  understanding  of  the  clause,  when  the  instrument 
was  adopted  at  the  polls. 

General  or  abstract  declarations  in  Bills  of  Eights,  are 
necessarily  brief  and' comprehensive  in  their  terms.  When 
applied  to  the  details  of  the  varied  affairs  of  life,  they  must 
be  construed  with  reference  to  the  causes  which  produced 
them  and  the  end  sought  to  be  obtained.  A  person  who 
willfully  injures  another  in  person,  property,  or  character, 
is  liable  therefor  in  damages.  In  some  sense  he  may  be 
called  the  debtor  of  the  party  injured,  and  the  sum  due  for 
the  injury  a  debt.  But  he  is  in  fact  a  wrong  doer,  a  tres- 
passer, and  does  not  come  within  the  reason  of  the  rule 
which  exempts  an  honest  man  from  imprisonment,  because 
he  is  pecuniarly  unable  to  pay  what  he  promised  to.  For 
instance,  a  person  who  wrongfully  beats  his  neighbor,  kills 
his  ox,  or  girdles  his  fruit  trees  ought  not  to  be  considered 
in  the  same  category  as  an  unfortunate  debtor.  He  ought 
to  be  liable  to  arrest  in  action  for  damages  by  the  party 
injured.  Deny  him  this  remedy,  and  in  the  majority  of 
such  cases  it  would  amount  to  a  denial  of  justice,  and  a 
deliberate  repudiation  and  disregard  of  the  injunction  con- 
tained in  section  10  of  the  same  article — "every  man  shall 
have  remedy  by  due  course  of  law  for  injury  done  him  in 
person,  property  or  reputation."  It  may  be  admitted  that 
a  penalty  given  by  statute  is  technically  a  debt.  It  does 
not,  however,  arise  upon  contract,  but  by  operation  of  law. 
It  is  imposed  as  a  quasi  punishment  for  the  violation  of  law 
or  the  neglect  or  refusal  to  perform  some  duty  to  the  public 
or  individuals  enjoined  by  law.  Penalties  are  imposed  in 
furtherance  of  some  public  policy,  and  as  a  means  of  secur- 
ing obedience  to  law.  Persons  who  incur  them  are  either 
in  morals  or  law,  wrong-doers,  and  not  simply  unfortunate 
debtors  unable  to  perform  their  pecuniary  obligations.    I 
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do  not  think  the  constitutional  provision  prohibiting  im- 
prisonment for  debt  was  intended  to  apply  to  or  include 
such  cases.  From  these  premises  it  follows  of  course  that 
the  act  of  the  Assembly  allowing  the  arrest  of  the  defendant 
in  an  action  for  a  penalty,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  Con- 
stitution, and  therefore  valid  and  binding. 

But  admitting,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  that  these 
penalties  are  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  the  clause  pro- 
hibiting imprisonment  for  debt,  do  they  not  come  within  the 
exception — "  except  in  case  of  fravd. "  The  Internal  Revenue 
Act  required  the  defendant  to  affix  a  certain  amount  of 
stamps  upon  all  the  matches  manufactured  by  him  before 
selling  the  same  or  removing  them  for  consumption  or  sale. 
As  a  means  of  enforcing  or  securing  the  payment  of  this  tax, 
the  act  also  imposed  a  penalty  of  fifty  dollars  upon  the  de- 
fendant for  every  omission  to  affix  such  stamp.  The  pay- 
ment of  this  tax  was  a  duty  imposed  upon  the  defendant  by 
law.  When  he  sold  these  sixteen  packages  of  matches  with- 
out affixing  the  stamps  to  them,  he  acted  fraudulently. 
Thereby  he  cheated  and  defrauded  the  United  States,  the 
plaintiff  in  this  action. 

These  penalties  were  incurred  by  this  fraudulent  act,  and 
if  they  can  be  considered  a  debt  within  the  meaning  of  said 
section  10,  it  is  such  a  debt  as  falls  exactly  within  the  ex- 
ception— being  to  all  intents  and  purposes  "a  case  o/fraud," 
both  in  morals  and  law.  Of  course,  in  this  respect  there 
can  be  no  distinction  between  cheating  or  defrauding  the 
government  of  the  United  States  and  an  individual. 

The  order  for  the  arrest  was  properly  allowed,  and  the 
motion  of  defendant  must  be  denied. 


A.  C.  Gibbs,  for  the  plaintiff. 
W.   W.  Page,  for  defendant. 
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CIRCUIT  COURT,  SEPTEMBER  18,  1867. 
JAMES  FIELD  v.  J.  P.  O.  LOWNSDALE,  (Administrator  of 
the  estate  of  Daniel  A.  Loumsdale,  deceased,)  AND  THE 
SAID  J.  P.  O.,  WILLIAM  E.  COOPEE  AND  MARY  E., 
HIS  WIFE,  MILLAED  O.  LOWNSDALE,  ETJTH  A. 
L0WNSD.4XE,  JOHN  E.  LAMB  AND  EMMA,  HIS 
WIPE,  AND  IDA  SQUIEES,  (heirs-at-law  of  the  said 
Daniel  H.J  AND  THE  SAID  J.  P.  O.,  (guardian  of  the 
said  Millard  O.J  WILLIAM  E.  COOPEE,  (guardian  of 
the  said  Ida  J  AND  JOHN  A.  BLANCHAED,  (guardian  ef 
the  said  Ruth  A.  Loumsdale  J  AND  WILLIAM  POTTEE 
AND   ISABELLA  ELLEN,  HIS  WIFE. 

Notwithstanding  the  order  of  a  State  Court  allowing  a  petition  for  removal 
of  a  cause  to  an  United  States  Circuit  Court,  the  National  Court  must  de- 
termine for  itself  the  question  of  its  jurisdiction,  and  if  it  appears  that  any 
of  the  defendants,  are  not  entitled  to  such  removal,  the  cause  as  to  them 
must  be  remanded. 

An  application  to  a  State  Court  for  removal  of  a  cause  need  not  be  made  at 
the  same  time  by  all  the  defendants,  though  under  the  construction  given 
to  section  12  of  the  Judiciary  Act  (1  Stat.  79),  aU  the  defendants  must 
have  been  entitled  to  such  removal. 

Certain  defendants  not  served  or  appearing  in  the  State  Court  when  an  order 
of  removal  was  made,  are  not  affected  by  it,  and  as  to  them  the  cause  is 
still  pending  in  that  Court,  and  must  be  removed  by  its  order  upon  the 
petition  of  such  defendants,  before  they  can  come  into  the  National 
Court. 

The  act  of  July  27,  1866  (14  Stat.  306),  gives  each  defendant  in  a  cause  the 
right  of  removal  vfithout  reference  to  the  status  of  his  codefendant,  "if  the 
suit  is  one  in  which  there  can  be  a  final  detei-mination  of  the  controversy, 
so  far  as  it  concerns  him,  without  the  presence  of  the  other  defendants,  as 
parties  in  the  cause." 
A  suit  to  quiet  title  to  real  property  against  several  defendants,  who,  as  al- 
leged in  the  bill,  claim  to  be  the  owners  of  the  same  as  tenants  in  common, 
"is  one  in  which  there  can  be  a  final  determination  of  the  controversy," 
as  to  each  defendant,  without  the  presence  of  the  other,  as  a  party  in  the 
cause,  and  therefore  within  the  act  of  July  27,  1866,  aforesaid. 

Deadt,  J.  Tkis  suit  was  commenced  in  the  Circuit 
Court  of  tlie  State  for  the  county  of  Multnomah,  on  AprU 
8,  1867.  On  May  23,  1867,  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  State 
made  an  order  transferring  the  cause  to  this  Court.    In  pur- 
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suance  of  this  order,  copies  of  tlie  complaint,  process  and 
order  were  filed  in  this  Court  on  August  30, 1867. 

The  order  of  remoTal  recites,  that  it  was  made  on  the  pe- 
tition of  the  defendants,  James  P.  O.  Lownsdale,  William 
E.  Cooper,  Mary  JE.  Cooper,  Millard  O.  Lownsdale,  by  his 
guardian,  J.  P.  O.  Lownsdale,  Euth  A.  Lownsdale,  by  her 
guardian  John  A.  Blanchard,  and  Ida  Squires,  and  that  it 
appears  from  the  petition  that  the  plaintiff  is  a  citizen  of 
Oregon,  and  that  Ida  Squires  is  a  citizen  and  resident  of 
the  State  of  Kentucky. 

At  the  date  of  the  order  of  removal,  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  other  defendants,  namely,  Eobert  Lamb  and  Emma 
his  wife,  and  William  and  Isabella  Ellen  Potter  had  been 
served  with  process  or  appeared  in  the  suit.  The  order  of 
removal  is  in  terms  unqualified,  and  removes  the  whole 
cause. 

On  September  9,  1867,  the  plaintiff  filed  a  motion  in  this 
Court,  praying  that  the  cause  be  remanded  to  the  State 
Court,  for  the  reasons  following : 

1.  It  does  not  appear  that  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  by 
removal. 

2.  The  defendants  were  not  all  in  Court  when  the  peti- 
tion for  removal  was  presented. 

3.  A  part  of  the  suit  is  yet  pending  in  the  said  State 
Courts. 

4.  The  groxmds  of  removal  are  insufficient. 

The  order  of  removal  made  in  the  State  Court  is  not  con- 
clusive upon  the  question  of  jurisdiction  in  the  Federal 
Court.  Notwithstanding  this  removal,  this  Court  must  de- 
termine for  itself  whether  it  can  take  jurisdiction  of  the 
cau!se.  This  proposition  has,  I  believe,  never  been  dis- 
puted, and  it  expressly  affirmed  in  Den  ex  drni.  v.  Babcock, 
(4  Wash.  C.  C.  345);  Ward  v.  Arredondo,  (1  Paine,  414); 
llliiis  V.  Ihe  N.  Y.  and  N.  H.  Railway  Co.,  (3  Keman,  598). 

The  first  and  fourth  grounds  of  the  motion  to  remand  are 
general  and  may  be  passed  over  for  the  present. 

The  second  ground  is  not  maintainable.  The  application 
to  remove  need  not  be  made  at  the  same  time  by  all  of  the 
20 
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defendants.  If  the  defendants  in  Court  were  required  to 
delay  the  motion  for  removal  until  all  the  defendants  ap- 
peared or  were  brought  -into  Court,  the  result  might  be  that 
the  time  for  making  the  motion  would  pass  by,  and  the  right 
to  a  removal  be  lost.     (Ward\.  Arredondo,  1  Paine,  415.) 

The  third  ground  of  the  motion  assumes  that  the  cause  as 
to  all  of  the  defendants  must  be  removed  at  once.  But  by 
the  authority  just  referred  to,  it  appears  that  the  lawhas 
been  held  otherwise.  Besides,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
order  of  removal  purports  to  transfer  the  whole  cause  to  this 
Court.  I  suppose  that  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  mean  to  in- 
sist, as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  cause  is  still  in  the  State 
Court  as  to  the  defendants — the  Lambs  and  Potters.  As  to 
these  defendants  the  cause  is  not  in  this  Court.  They  are 
not  included  in  the  order  of  removal,  and  the  fair  presump- 
tion from  the  whole  record  is,  that  they  were  not  before  the 
State  Court  where  the  order  was  made.  They  cannot  enter 
an  original  appearance  in  this  Court,  but  only  in  the  State 
Court.  They  can  only  come  into  this  Court  in  pursuance  of 
an  order  of  the  State  Court  where  the  suit  was  commenced. 

But  it  may  be  that  the  State  Court  did  not  deem  it  neces- 
sary to  a  determination  of  this  cause,  that  these  absent  de- 
fendants should  be  brought  before  it;  and  in  this  view  of 
the  matter,  in  making  the  order  of  removal,  it  may  have 
regarded  them  as  if  they  had  not  been  named  in  the  com- 
plaint. Or,  it  may  have  appeared  to  the  Court  that  it  was 
by  the  plaintiff's  neglect  or  contrivance  that  these  defend- 
ants were  not  brought  before  it,  or  that  they,  or  some  of 
them,  were  fictitious  persons  or  dead,  and  that,  therefore, 
the  defendants  in  Court  should  not  on  that  account  be  de- 
layed in  or  denied  their  application  for  removal.  I  do  not 
deem  it  necessary  to  decide  this  question  absolutely,  and 
only  make  these  suggestions  to  prevent  the  contrary  from 
being  taken  for  granted  if  the  question  should  arise  in  this 
Court  hereafter. 

As  the  law  stood  up  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July  27, 
1866  (14  Stat.  306),  the  removal  of  a  cause  from  the  State 
Court  to  the  National  Court,  was  governed  by  section  12  of 
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the  Judiciary  Act.  (1  Stat.  79).  The  uniform — though  not 
the  most  obvious — construction  of  that  act  has  been  that  all 
the  defendants  must  be  entitled  to  have  the  cause  removed. 
In  other  words,  all  the  defendants,  either  as  being  aliens  or 
citizens  of  another  State,  must  be  entitled  to  sue  in  the 
National  Courts.  {Smith  v.  Bines  et  al.,  2  Sum.  346-7;  Den 
ex  dem.  v.  Bahcock,  i  Wash.  C.  C.  344;  Ward  v.  Arredondo, 
1  Paine,.  411-12;  Wilson  v.  Blodget  et  al,  4:  McLean,  363.) 
The  only  exceptions  to  this  construction  were  the  instances 
in  which  the  defendants,  who  were  residents  and  citizens  of 
the  State,  were  merely  nominal  or  technical  parties,  with- 
out a  beneficial  interest  in  the  controversy.  (Wormley  v. 
Wormley,  8  Whea.  451.) 

Taking  section  12  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  with  its  received 
construction  as  the  ride  regulating  removals,  and  this  mo- 
tion to  remand  would  have  to  be  allowed.  Of  all  the  de- 
fendants who  appeared  at  the  State  Court  and  joined  in  the 
petition  for  removal,  only  one  of  them — Ida  Squires — ap- 
pears to  be  a  citizen  of  another  State  than  Oregon.  When 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  depends  upon  the  character 
of  the  parties,  it  must  appear  affirmatively  and  cannot  be 
presumed.  For  the  purposes  of  this  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion, the  defendants  before  this  Court,  except  Ida  Squires, 
must  be  considered  as  not  being  entitled  to  sue  in  this 
Court,  and  therefore  not  entitled  to  remove  a  cause  there 
from  the  State  Court. 

By  the  act  of  July  27,  1866  (14  Stat.  306),  it  is  provided 
that  when  a  suit  is  commenced  "in  a  State  Court  against 
an  alien,  or  by  a  citizen  of  the  State  in  which  the  suit  is 
brought  against  a  citizen  of  another  State,"  *  *  *  "and 
if  the  suit  so  far  as  relates  to  the  alien  defendant  or  to  the 
defendant  who  is  a  citizen  of  a  State  other  than  that  in 
which  the  suit  is  brought,  is  or  has  been  instituted  for  the 
purpose  of  restraining  or  enjoining  him,  or  if  the  suit  is  one 
in  which  there  can  he  a  final  determination  of  the  controversy, 
so  far  as  it  concerns  him,  without  the  presence  of  the  other  de- 
fendants as  parties  in  tlie  cause,  then  in  every  such  case  the 
alien   defendant  or  the   defendant  who  is  a  citizen  of  the 
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State  other  than  that  in  which  the  suit  is  brought,  may  at 
any  time  before  the  trial  or  final  hearing  of  the  cause,  file  a 
petition  for  the  removal  of  the  cause  as  against  him,  into 
the  next  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  to  be  held  in 
the  district  where  the  suit  is  pending,"  *  *  *  "and  it 
shall  be  thereupon  the  duty  of  the  State  Court  to  accept  the 
surety  and  proceed  no  further  in  the  cause  as  against  the 
defendant  so  applying  for  its  removal:"  *  *  *  "And 
such  removal  of  the  cause,  as  against  the  defendant  petition- 
ing therefor,  into  the  United  States  Court,  shall  not  be 
deemed  to  prejudice  or  take  away  the  right  of  the  plaintiff 
to  proceed  at  the  same  time  with  the  suit  in  the  State  Court 
as  against  the  other  deifendants,  if  he  shall  desire  to  do  so." 

This  act  in  a  measure  obviates  the  difficulty,  not  to  say 
hardship,  which  arose  from  the  early  construction  given  to 
section  12  of  the  Judiciary  Act.  By  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  even  the  letter  of  that  act,  a  certain  class 
of  defendants — aliens  and  citizens  of  other  States — when 
sued  in  a  State  Court  are  entitled  to  have  the  cause  removed 
into  the  proper  National  Court.  Yet  by  this  construction 
they  were  debarred  of  this  right  if  they  were  joined  with  a 
codefendant  who  was  not  so  entitled. 

Still,  as  to  all  these  defendants,  except'  Ida  Squires,  this 
cause  must  be  remanded  to  the  State  Court.  As  between  them  . 
and  the  plaintiff,  it  is  simply  a  controversy  between  citizens 
of  the  same  State,  who  are  supposed  to  have  the  same  stand- 
ing in  the  local  forum,  and  with  regard  to  whom  the  law 
presumes  there  exists  neither  prejudice  nor  favor  on  account 
of  nationality  or  residence. 

The  judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  so  far  as  it  de- 
pends upon  the  character,  of  the  parties,  does  not  extend  to 
a  controversy  between  citizens  of  the  same  State.  And 
although  there  are  many  reasons  why  it  should  be  held  to 
extend  to  the  whole  of  a  controvery,  where  some  only  of  the 
defendants  are  aliens  or  citizens  of  another  State — as  in 
this  case — at.  present,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  Congress 
has  not  seen  proper  to  provide  for  its  exercise  to  that  extent. 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  has  this  Court  jurisdic- 
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tion  of  this  cause  as  to  the  defendant  Ida  Squires?  To 
answer  this  question  it  is  neopssary  to  consider  the  nature 
of  the  suit  and  the  relation  of  Ida  Squires  to  the  subject  of 
it  and  the  parties  thereto. 

From  the  complaint,  it  appears  that  the  ancestor  of  Ida 
Squires  conveyed  block  G,  in  the  town  of  Portland,  to  W. 
W.  Chapman,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is  in  the  possession  and 
claims  title  by  a  regular  chain  of  conveyances  from  Chap- 
man to  the  north  haK  of  said  block.  The  conveyance  to 
Chapman  is  dated  June  25,  1850.  The  complaint  further 
alleges  that  the  defendants,  inclusive  of  Ida  Squires,  "are 
setting  up  some  claim  to  the  premises,  tending  to  cast  a 
cloud  over  the  plaintiff's  title,"  and  therefore  prays  a  decree 
against. all  the  defendants,  that  they  "be  barred  of  setting 
up  any  claim  or  demand"  to  the  premises  in  question.  This 
is  the  subject  of  the  suit — the  title  to  the  north  half  of 
block  G,  and  the  object  of  it  is  to  quiet  the  title  of  the 
plaintiff  thereto.  If  the  defendants  have  any  interest  at 
law  or  in  equity  in  the  premises  they  must  claim  as  the  heirs 
of  their  ancestor,  or  the  donees  of  the  United  States.  In 
that  ease  they  must  claim  as  tenants  in  common.  If  so,  the 
interest  of  each  in  the  land  would  be  distinct  from  that  of 
the  other,  and  the  suit  might  be  separate  as  to  each  of  them, 
either  to  quiet  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  or  by  the  defendants 
for  the  purpose  of  recovering  their  supposed  interest  in  the 
land.  This  being  so,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the 
case  falls  exactly  within  the  provision  of  the  act  of  July  27, 
1866 — "the  suit  is  one  in  which  there  can  be  a  final  deter- 
mination of  the  controversy  so  far  as  it  concerns  Ida  Squires, 
without  the  presence  of  the  other  defendants  as  parties  in 
the  cause." 

An  order  will  be  entered  remanding  the  cause  as  to  aU  the 
defendants  named  in  the  order  of  removal  except  Ida 
Squires,  and  as  to  her  the  motion  to  remand  is  denied. 
This  order  is  to  be  understood  as  in  no  way  affecting  the 
cause  as  to  the  defendants — the'  Lambs  and  Potters — who 
appear  not  to  have  been  before  the  State  Court,  when  the 
order  of  removal  was  made.     If  they,  or  either  of  them, 
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should  hereafter  appear  or  be  brought  into  the  State  Court, 
and  that  Court  should  deem  it  proper  to  order  a  removal  of 
the  cause,  as  to  them,  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  as  to 
such  defendants,  can  then  be  considered  in  this  Court. 

W.  W.  Chapman,  for  complainant. 

W.  W.  Page  and  W.  Lair  Hill,  for  defendants. 


CIECUIT  COUBT,  OCTOBER  1,  1867. 

THE  tFNITED  STATES  v.  HEEMAN  W.   DAVIS,   JAMES 
B.  STEPHENS  AND  EOBEET  PENTLAND. 

In  an  action  by  the  United  States  on  a  postmaster's  bond,  the  defendant  may 
plead  a  counter  claim,  if  it  appear  from  such  plea  that  the  items  thereof 
have  been  duly  presented  to  the  proper  department  for  allowance,  and  re- 
jected. 

The  act  of  June  22,  1854  (10  Stat.  293,  299),  authorizes  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral in  his  discretion  to  make  an  extra  allowance  to  postmasters  for  extra 
labor  and  expense  in  certain  cases :  Held,  that  no  postmaster  has  a  right  to 
such  allowance  until  it  is  made  him  by  the  Postmaster  General — and  that 
the  action  of  the  latter  in  the  premises  is  £nal,  and  not  subject  to  judicial 
review. 

A  plea  of  counter  claim  for  certain  extra  services  and  expenses  incurred  by  a 
postmaster  under  the  act  aforesaid,  or  the  one  of  July  1,  186i  (13  Stat. 
335),  should  show  that  the  office  kept  by  the  defendant  was  within  the  act 
authorizing  an  allowance  on  such  accounts. 

The  provision  of  the  act  of  July  1,  1864  (13  Stat.  335,  §  5),  which  enacts, 
that  "the  Postmaster  General,  shaU  allow  to  the  postmaster,  a  just  and  rea- 
sonable sum  for  the  necessary  cost  in  whole  or  in  part  of  rent,  fuel,"  etc.,  is 
in  effect,  permissive  and  not  mandatory,  and  no  postmaster  has  any  legal 
right  to  such  allowance  until  it  is  awarded  him  by  the  Postmaster  General. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  United  States  against  the 
defendant,  Davis,  and  his  sureties — Eobert  Pentland  and 
James  B.  Stephens — in  his  official  bond  as  deputy  post- 
master at  the  city  of  Portland,  to  recover  certain  moneys 
alleged  to  have  been  received  and  wrongfully  detained  by 
said  Davis,  while  acting  as  such  postmaster. 

Deadt,  J.  The  complaint  alleges  the  making  of  the  bond, 
and  that  between  November  1,  1861,    and  November  4, 
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1865,  Davis  reeeiyed  as  postmaster,  the  sum  of  $9,032.40, 
and  accoiiiited  for  16,006.56  of  the  same,  leaving  a  balance 
due  the  United  States  of  $3,055.84,  for  which  it  prays  judg- 
ment against  the  defendants. 

The  answer  of  the  defendants  substantially  admits  the 
statement  of  the  account  as  set  forth  in  the  complaint,  and 
sets  up  a  counter  claim  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  $4,- 
582.50.  The  first  item  in  this  counter  claim  is  $307,  for 
postoffice  stamps  delivered  to  the  successor  of  Davis.  The 
rest  of  the  items  are  for  office  rent,  clerk  hire,  gas,  fuel  and 
stationejry.  The  plaintiff  demurs  to  the  counter  claim  ex- 
cept the.  first  item.  This  raises  the  question  as  to  whether 
the  defendant,  Davis,  was  by  law  entitled  to  these  allow- 
ances for  these  purposes.  The  answer  avers  that  the  items 
of  the  counter  claim  have  been  duly  presented  to  the  proper 
department  for  allowance  9,nd  rejected.  This  being  the 
case,  if  Davis  was  entitled  as  a  matter  of  right  to  incur  these 
expenses  and  pay  them  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  office,  he 
is  entitled  to  have  them  allowed  in  this  action,  notwithstand- 
ing the  decision  of  the  department. 

On  the  argument  of  the  demurrer,  the  following  acts  of 
Congress  have  been  cited  by  counsel  for  plaintiff,  regulating 
the  compensation  and  allowances  of  deputy  postmasters, 
during  the  period  Davis  was  in  office..  No  other  has  been 
cited  by  counsel  for  the  defendants,  and  I  take  it  for  granted, 
without  further  examination,  that  these  are  all  that  exist, 
touching  this  subject.  (Act  of  June  22,  1854,  10  Stat.  293, 
299;  of  March  3,  1863,  g  g  5  and  6,  10  Stat.  702;  of  July  1, 
1864,  13  Stat.  335;  and  of  March  3,  1865,  g  3;  13  Stat. 
505.) 

The  act  of  1854,  regulated  the  compensation  and  allow- 
ances of  Davis,  until  the  act  of  July  1,  1864,  went  into  effect. 
This  act  gave  deputy  postmasters  a  certain  commission  "on 
the  postage  collected  at  their  respective  offices  in  each 
quarter  of  the  year."  This  act  also  authorizes  the  Post- 
master General  to  make  certain  allowances  to  postmasters  at 
distributing  and  separating  offices,  for  extra  labor  and  neces- 
sary expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  discharge  of  these 
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special  duties  of  distributing  and  separating  the  mails.  But 
the  statute  is  not  imperative  and  gives  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral authority  to  make  this  allowance  when  in  his  judgment 
it  is  proper  to  do  so.  The  statute  commits  the  matter  to 
the  discretion  of  the  Postmaster  General,  and  the  subordinate 
cannot  claim  the  allowance  as  a  matter  of  right.  In  this 
case  it  appears  from  the  answer,  that  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral has  exercised  his  authority — his  discretion — and  refused 
to  make  the  allowance.  When  the  defendant,  Davis,  en- 
tered upon  the  office  at  Portland,  he  virtually  agreed  to 
perform  the  duties  of  the  position  for  the  commissioj^  allowed 
by  law,  and  such  further  allowances  for  extra  labor  and  ex- 
penses as  the  Postmaster  General  in  his  discretion  might 
deem  proper  to  allow  him.  It  seems  the  Postmaster  Gen- 
eral has  not  seen  proper  to  make  him  any  allowance.  So 
far  as  this  statute  is  concernedj  this  is  the  end  of  the  case. 
The  extra  allowance  was  to  depend  upon  the  award  of  the 
Postmaster  General,  and  not  of  a  Court  or  jury.  The  de- 
fendant never  could  have  any  legal  right  to  an  allowance, 
until  it  was  given  him  by  the  judgment  of  his  superior  officer, 
and  that  officer  having  directly  refused  to  make  the  allow- 
ance, I  cannot  see  on  what  ground  this  counter  claim  can  be 
sustained. 

But  this  is  not  aU. '  It  does  not  appear  from  the  answer 
that  the  office  at  Portland  is  or  was,  either  a  distributing  or 
separaUng  office.  Even  if  the  statute  was  absolute  and  gave 
these  allowances  as  a  matter  of  right,  still  the  answer  must 
show  that  the  defendant  was  within  its  provisions — in  other 
words  that  the  office  at  Portland  was  a  distributing  or  sepa- 
rating office.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  not  pretended  that 
the  defendant's  office  was  a  distributing  office,  while  I  sup- 
pose it  was  a  separating  office.  Now  the  allowance  which  the 
Postmaster  General  may  make  to  a  separating  office,  is  a  sum 
sufficient  to  compensate  for  "the  extra  Za&or  necessary  to  a 
prompt  and  efficient  performance  of  the  duties  of  separating 
and  dispatching  the  matils  passing  through  his  office."  The 
allowance  is  for  the  extra  labor  in  separating  and  handling 
the    mail    bags    and    dispatching    them    to    the    various 
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of&ces  to  wliieh  they  are  directed  from  the  distributing 
office.  Nothuig  is  to  be  allowed  by  this  act  to  a  separating 
office  for  gas,  fuel,  stationery  or  office  rent. 

I  find  nothing  in  the  act  of  March  3,  1863,  which'sustains 
the  counter  claim  of  the  defendants.  Section  5  requires  the 
Postmaster  General  to  make  an  allowance  for  clerical  service, 
when  "by  reason  of  the  presence  of  a  military  or  naval 
force  near  any  postoffice,  unusual  business  accrues  thereat." 
The  answer  does  not  bring  the  case  of  the  defendants  within 
this  provision.  Section  6  provides  that  "no  postmaster 
shall  hereafter,  under  any  pretence  whatever,  have,  or  re- 
ceive, or  retain  for  himself,  in  the  aggregate,  more  than  the 
amount  of  his  salary."  "Whether  this  provision  applies  to 
such  postmasters,  commonly  called  deputy  postmasters,  as 
received  a  commission  upon  postage,  rather  than  a  fixed 
salary,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say.  But  it  matters  not  so  far 
as  this  case  is  concerned. 

By  the  act  of  July  1,  1864,  the  compensation  of  post- 
masters was  changed.  They  were  divided  into  five  classes, 
and  to  receive  salaries  in  proportion  to  the  compensation 
received  during  the  two  prior  years. 

Sections  5  and  6  of  this  act  relate  to  allowances  for  ex- 
penses. The  first  of  these  two  sections  provides,'  "  That  at 
the  postoffice  of  New  York,  and  at  offices  of  the  first  and 
second  classes,  the  Postmaster-General  shall  allow  to  the 
postmaster  a  just  and  reasonable  sum  for  the  necessary  cost, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  of  rent,  fuel,  lights  and  clerks,  to  be 
adjusted  upon  a  satisfactory  exhibit  of  the  facts.  And  at 
offices  of  the  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  classes,  such  expenses 
shall  be  paid  by  the  postmaster,  except  as  in  the  sixth  sec- 
tion provided."  Section  6  authorizes  the  Postmaster-Gen- 
eral to  designate  distributing  and  separating  offices  at  the 
intersection  of  mail  routes,  "and  where  any  such  office  is 
of  the  third,  fourth  or  fifth  class  of  postoffices,  he  may  make 
a  reasonable  allowance  to  such  postmaster  for  the  necessary 
cost,  in  whole  or  in  part,  of  clerical  services  arising  from 
such  duties." 
To  bring  this  case  within  either  of  these  sections,  I  think 
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the  answer  should  contain  averments,  either  that  the  office 
kept  by  Davis  was  of  the  first  or  second  class,  or  had  been 
designated  as  a  distributing  or  separating  office.  The 
Court  cannot  presume  that  the  office  at  Portland  came  with- 
in either  of  these  categories — it  must  be  averred. 

But  as  this  is  a  question  of  pleading  rather  than  right, 
and  may  be  avoided  by  amendment,  if  the  facts  will  warrant, 
I  will  assume  that  the  office  at  Portland,  since  July  1, 
1864,  was  of  the  first  or  second  class,  or  that  it  had  been 
designated  as  a  separating  office.  It  is  admitted,  I  believe, 
by  counsel,  that  it  was  never  a  distributing  office.  The 
first  assumption  would  bring  the  case  within  the  provision 
of  section  5.  The  language  of  this  section  is  peculiar — the 
Postmaster-General  shall  allow,  etc.  It  might  be  said,  that 
even  where  the  language  of  the  statute  was  imperative,  and 
absolutely  required  the  Postmaster-General  in  a  given  case 
or  contingency,  to  allow  a  postmaster  certain  expenses;  yet, 
still,  until  the  allowance  was  made,  the  postmaster  would 
have  no  legal  right  to  the  sum  expended,  which  he  could 
assert  in  a  Court  in.  an  action  against,  him  by  the  United 
States.  Many  reasons  of  public  policy  and  convenience 
might  be  adduced  in  support  of  this  construction  of  the 
statute.  But  notwithstanding  these  considerations,  I  think 
the  contrary  conclusion  would  be  more  consonant  with  jus- 
tice and  correct  legal  principles.  When  the  statute  per- 
emptorily requires  that  the  allowance  be  made,  the  officer 
makes  the  expenditure  on  the  faith  of  the  Government, 
pledged  as  it  were  by  the  words  of  the  statute,  and  in  such 
case,  it  seems  to  me  the  safer  course  to  hold  that  such  an 
expenditure  constitutes  a  legal  claim  against  the  United 
States. 

But  this  imperative  language  shaU  allow,  is,  I  think, 
qualified  by  what  follows — in  whole  or  in  part : — to  require 
the  Postmaster-General  to  allow  an  expenditure  in  whole  or 
in  part,  is,  in  effect,  equivalent  to  authorizing  him  to  allow 
it  or  not  in  his  discretion.  The  amendment  to  this  section 
contained  in  section  3  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1863,  uses  the 
phrase,   "authorized  to  allow,  at  his  discretion."    Taken  in 
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connection  witli  what  appears  to  have  been  the  uniform 
policy  of  Congress  in  regard  to  the  extra  allowances  to  post- 
masters, namely,  to  enable  the  Postmaster-General  to  allow 
but  not  to  enable  the  postmaster  to  demand  as  a  legal  right, 
I  am  satisfied  the  language  of  section  6  ought  to  be  con- 
strued as  permissive  and  not  mandatory  to  the  Postmaster- 
General.  As  to  section  6,  the  language  is  only  permissive  ; 
"he  may  make  a  reasonable  allowance." 

Section  3  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1865,  is  amendatory  of 
section  5  of  the  act  of  July  1,  1864.  It  enlarges  the  items 
of  expenditure  for  which  allowances  may  be,  made  to  post- 
masters, and  includes  oifices  of  the  third  and  fourth  class 
as  well  as  the  first  and  third,  but  leaves  it  in  the  discretion 
of  the  Postmaster-General  whether  any  allowance  shall  be 
made  or  not. 

This  disposes  of  the  counter-claim  of  the  defendant,  so 
far  as  demurred  to.     The  demurrer  is  sustained. 


A.  C.  Gibbs,  for  plaintiff. 

W.  T.  Trimble,  for  defendant. 


DISTRICT  COURT,  OCTOBER  26,  1867. 

i  SUSAN  BENNETT  v.  SANFOED  J.  BENNETT, 

In  a  siiit  for  divorce,  tlie  statute  of  California  (Hittel's  Laws,  J  2,  410),  gives 
the  Court  power  to  make  such  order  for  ' '  the  maintenance  and  education  of 
the  children  of  the  marriage,  as  may  be  just: "  Meld,  that  as  a  proper  means 
of  exercising  this  power,  the  Court  may  award  the  custody  of  such  chil- 
dren to  either  parent;  and  that  although  such  award  may  appear  unau- 
thorized by  such  statute  as  construed  in  another  forum,  it  cannot  be  ques 
tioned  in  such  forum  collaterally. 

The  domicU  of  the  wife  follows  that  of  the  husband  during  the  existence  of 
the  marriage  relation,  but  a  divorce  leaves  the  wife  at  liberty  to  choose  her 
own  domicil,  and  therefore  where  parties  living  in  California  were  divorced, 
and  the  man  removed  to  Oregon  and  acquired  a  domicil  hertf  while  the  wo- 
man remained  in  California,  they  became  citizens  of  different  States,  and 
the  latter  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  former  in  the  National 
Courts  in  Oregon,  on  account  of  such  difference  of  citizenship. 
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A  decree  of  divorce,  given  in  a  Court  of  California,  whicli  provides  that  it 
may  be  modified  upon  the  application  of  either  party — sufficient  cause 
being  shown  therefor — is  not  a  temporary  decree;  and  the  presumption  is 
that  it  remains  unchanged,  which  presumption  can  only  be  overcome  by 
record  evidence  to  the  contrary. 

The  National  and  State  Courts  not  being  foreign  to  one  another,  as  the  State 
Courts  are,  but  subordinate  parts  of  a  complete  system  of  government,  with 
limited  and  separate  jurisdictions,  and  the  former  having  judicial  know- 
ledge of  the  laws  of  the  several  States,  and,  therefore  of  the  mode  of  au- 
thenticating the  judicial  records  thereof:  Seinile,  that  the  act  of  May  2,6, 
1790  (1  Stat.  122),  prescribing  the  mode  of  proving  the  judicial  records  of 
a  State  when  used  in  another  State,  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  such 
record  is  sought  to  be  used  in  a  National  Court. 

The  certificate  of  a  judge  to  the  form  of  attestation  of  a  clerk  to  a  copy  of  the 
record  of  a  State  Court,  did  not  show  whether  he  was  the  sole  judge,  chief 
justice  or  presiding  magistrate  thereof,  but  it  appeared  from  the  laws  of  such 
State  relating  to  the  organization  of  such  Court,  that  it  consisted  of  a  sif  igle 
judge :  Held,  that  the  authentication  was  sufficient  under  the  act  of  May 
26,  1789.      (1  Stat.  122.) 

The  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  143),  provides  that  a  party  having  an  in- 
terest in  an  instrument  issued  without  being  stamped,  may  have  a  stamp 
affixed  thereto,  by  applying  to  "the  collector  of  internal  revenue  of  the 
proper  district, "  Quoere,  is  the  proper  district,  the  one  where  the  instru- 
ment was  issued,  or  where  it  is  owned  or  sought  to  be  used  ? 

Where  one  person  claims  the  legal  right  to  have  the  custody  of  an  infant 
child,  and  that  right  is  denied  and  the,  custody  of  such  child  withheld  by 
another,  this  constitutes  a  eontroversy  within  the  purview  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States  (Art.  Ill,  §  2),  and  if  the  parties  thereto  be  citi- 
zens of  different  States,  it  is  a  controversy  within  the  judicial  power  of  the 
United  States  to  hear  and  determine  by  the  proceeding  known  as  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus. 

Section  14  of  the  Judiciary  Act  (1  Stat.  81),  which  authorizes  the  Courts  of 
the  United  States  to  issue  writs  of  habeas  corpus,  is  not  restrained  in  its 
operation  by  the  proviso  thereto,  except  in  the  ease  of  prisoners  in  jail  un- 
der or  by  color  of  the  authority  of  a  State  of  the  United  States,  in  which 
case  the  writ  can  only  issue  to  bring  the  prisoner  into  Court  to  testify. 

According  "to  the  usages  and  principles  of  law,"  mentioned  in  section  14  of 
the  Judiciary  Act,  the  power  thereby  given  to  the  District  Court  to  issue 
writs  of  habeas  corpus,  may  be  exercised  by  the  judge  thereof  at  Chambers. 

On  October  14,  1867,  Susan  Bennett  exhibited  her  peti- 
tion to  the  Judge  of  the  District  Court,  praying  for  the 
allowance  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  directed  to  Sanford  J. 
Bennett,  to  obtain  the  custody  of  her  infant  child,  Anna 
Bennett,  alleged  to  be  unlawfully  detained  from  the  peti- 
tioner by  said  Sanford  J.  Bennett.     On  the  same  day  the 
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writ  was  allowed  and  issued.  On  October  22,  the  respond- 
ent and  petitioner  appeared  before  the  Judge,  and  the 
respondent  then  moved  that  the  writ  be  dismissed  for  want 
of  jurisdiction.  After  argument,  by  consent  of  parties,  the 
decision  of  the  motion  was  reserved  until  the  final  hearing. 
On  October  24,  the  respondent  made  a  return  to  the  writ. 
To  portions  of  the  return  the  petitioner  demurred,  and  after 
argument  the  demurrer  was  overruled.  The  petitioner 
then  replied  to  the  return,  and  the  cause  was  tried  and  heard 
upon  the  questions  of  fact  and  law  arising  upon  the  evidence 
and  pleadings,  which  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  Judge. 

Deady,  J.  From  the  proofs  submitted  by  the  parties, 
and  the  admissions  in  the  pleadings,  I  have  found  certain 
conclusions  of  fact  which  it  will  be  proper  to  state  before 
considering  the  questions  of  law  that  arise  thereon.  They 
are  these : 

I.  That  in  the  month  of,  August,  1862,  at  Oakland,  in 
the  State  of  California,  the  respondent  and  petitioner  were 
Mwfully  married  to  one  another,  and  that  they  continued  to 
live  together,  in  said  State,  as  man  and  wife,  until  June  30, 
1866,  when  the  petitioner  commenced  a  suit  against  the 
respondent  in  the  District  Court  of  the  Seventh  Judicial 
District,  in  and  for  the  county  of  Sonoma,  State  of  Cali- 
fornia, to  obtain  a  dissolution  of  the  bonds  of  matrimony 
then  existing  between  the  petitioner  and  respondent,  and 
for  the  care  and  custody  of  the  said  infant  child,  Anna  Ben- 
nett, the  issue  of  said  marriage. 

II.  That  on  July  10,  1866,  the  respondent,  Sanford 
J.  Bennett,  was  duly  served  with  a  summons  to  appear 
and  answer  the  complaint  of  the  petitioner  in  said  suit, 
and  that  on  July  17,  1866,  he  appeared  in  said  suit  and 
answered  the  complaint  of  the  petitioner  therein;  and  that 
afterwards,  to  wit :  on  September  26,  1867,  and  after  due 
proceedings  were  had  in  the  premises,  to  all  of  which  the 
respondent  appeared  by  his  attorneys,  the  said  District 
Court  of  the  Seventh  Judicial  District,  among  other  things, 
for  and  on  account  of  extreme  cruelty  by  the  respondent  to 
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the  petitioner,  did  adjudge  and  decree  a  dissolution  of  the 
marriage  aforesaid,  and  that  the  petitioner  being  the  most 
proper  person  therefor,  have  the  care  and  custody  of  said 
infant  child,  Anna  Bennett,  the  issue  of  said  marriage; 
which  decree  and  adjudication  the  said  District  Court  of 
the  Seventh  Judicial  District,  had  authority  and  jurisdic- 
tion then  and  there  to  pronounce  and  make,  and  the  same 
stiU  remains  in  full  force  and  effect. 

III.  That  the  legality  of  the  restraint  herein  complained 
of  and  in  the  petition  herein  alleged,  has  not  been  previously 
adjudged. 

IV.  That  on  or  about  July  26,  1866,  the  respondent 
removed  from  the  State  of  California  to  the  State  of  Oregon, 
taking  with  him  the  said  infant  child,  Anna  Bennett,  and 
that  he  has  remained  in  said  State  of  Oregon  ever  since,'  and 
kept  therein,  in  his  custody  and  control,  the  said  infant  child. 

V.  That  said  respondent  removed  said  infant  child  to 
the  State  of  Oregon,  as  aforesaid,  pending  the  litigation 
aforesaid,  among  other  things  for  the  custody  of  said  infant 
child,  for  the  purpose  of  placing  it  beyond  the  reach  of  the 
process  of  said  District  Court  for  the  Seventh  Judicial  Dis- 
trict, and  thereby  preventing  the  petitioner  from  having  the 
care  and  custody  of  said  child,  if  the  same  should  be  de- 
creed to  her  by  said  Court. 

VI.  That  at  the  date  of  the  petition  and  the  issuing  of 
the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  herein,  the  petitioner,  Susan  Ben- 
nett, was  a  citizen  of  the  Sta'te  of  California, ,  and  the  re- 
spondent, Sanford  J.  Bennett,  was  a  citizen  of  the  State  of 
Oregon. 

Upon  the  evidence,  I  deem  these  conclusions  of  fact  to  be 
established  beyond  a  doubt,  unless  it  be  the  one  concerning 
the  motive  or  purpose  with  which  the  respondent  took  the 
infant  child  and  removed  with  it  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  in  California,  pending  the  litigation  there  for  the 
divorce  and  its  custody.  The  fact  of  the  removal  is  ad- 
mitted. The  motive  with  which  it  was  done  can  only  be  in- 
ferentially  known.  Considered  in  connection  with  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  occurred,  the  most  reasonable 
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inference  is,  tliat  it  was  done  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the 
power  and  authority  of  the  Court,  where  the  parties  and 
child  had  their  regular  domicil. 

The  second  and  sixth  of  these  conclusions  of  fact  involve 
to  some  extent  questions  of  law. 

By  the  second  of  them  it  is  found  that  the  Court  in  Cali- 
fornia had  authority  and  jurisdiction  to  make  the  decree  it 
did,  awarding  the  custody  of  the  infant  child  to  the  mother. 

In  opposition  to  this  conclusion,  it  was  argued  by  counsel 
for  the  respondent,  that  the  law  of  California  did  not 
authorize  the  Court  to  provide  for  the  custody  of  the  children 
of  the  marriage,  in  a  suit  for  divorce,  and  that  therefore  its 
decree  in  this  respect  is  void.  The  Act  of  California  de- 
clares that,  "In  any  action  for  a  divorce,  the  Court  may, 
*         *         *  at  the  final  hearing,  *         *         * 

make  such  order  for  the  *  *  *  maintenance 
and  education  of  the  children  of  the  marriage,  as  may  be 
just."     (Hittel's  Laws,  §  2,410.) 

The  argument  for  the  respondent  rests  upon  the  proper 
construction  to  be  given  to  the  words  maintenance  and  edu- 
cation. 

Can  it  ever  be  necessary  and  proper  in  providing  for  the 
maintenance  and  education  of  the  infant  children  of  divorced 
parents,  to  provide  for  their  custody?  It  seems  to  me  that 
this  question  can  admit  of  but  one  answer,  and  that  in  the 
affirmative.  As  a  necessary  and  proper  means  to  the  main- 
tenance and  education  of  an  infant  child,  the  party  charged 
with  that  duty  ought  to  have  the  custody  of  it.  Take  this 
case  for  an  illustration.  If  the  Court  had  no  power  to 
change  the  custody  of  the  child  from  the  father  to  the 
mother,  of  what  avail  would  be  its  order  that  the  mother 
have  the  maintenance  and  education  thereof.  The  child  is 
a  female,  about  five  years  of  age,  and  whoever  has  the 
custody  of  it  must  or  may  control  and  direct  its  education. 
The  one  is  implied  in  the  other.  The  power  being  given  to 
the  Court  pronouncing  a  decree  of  divorce,  to  make  such 
order  upon  this  subject  as  to  it  may  appear  just — to  provide 
for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  the  children  of  the 
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marriage — it  legitimately  follows,  that  as  a  means  to  that 
end,  the  Court  may  properly  control  and  dispose  of  the 
custody  of  such  children. 

Again,  the  Courtis  to  make  such  order  in  the  premises  as 
may  be  just.  The  decree  of  divorce  necessarily  terminates 
the  conjugal  relation  of  the  parties.  The  family  is  broken 
up.  The  children  can  no  longer  remain  with  both  of  the 
parents.  One  or  the  other,  therefore,  must  be  deprived  of 
the  society  and  services  of  its  offspring.  In  such  a  case 
justice  may  require,  that  when  the  divorce  is  caused  by  the 
fault  or  misconduct  of  the  father,  other  things  being  equal 
or  even  unequal,  that  the  custody  of  the  children  be  given 
to  the  innocent  party — the  mother. 

But  this  is  not  all.  The  statute  of  California  also  declares 
that  the  Court  "may  at  any  time  thereafter  annul,  vary  or 
modify  such  order,  as  the  interest  and  welfare  of  the  children 
may  require."     (Hittell's  Laws,  §2,419.) 

It  cannot  be  contended  that  the  "power  to  modify  is  more 
comprehensive  than  the  power  to  make  the  original  order. 
If  the  interest  and  welfare  of  the  children  is  to  influence 
the  action  of  the  Court  in  modifying  the  order  for  main- 
tenance and  education,  it  is  but  reasonable  to  conclude  that 
the  Legislature  intended,  that  such  interest  and  welfare 
should  be  considered  and  provided  for  in  making  the  order 
in  the  first  instance.  To  do  this,  especially  in  the  case  of 
infant  children,  the  Court  must  have  the  power  to  place 
them  in  the  proper  custody — to  give  them  to  that  parent 
most  likely,  under  the  circumstances,  to  promote  their  in- 
terest and  welfare.  In  this  case  the  California  Court,  sit- 
ting as  a  trier  of  the  fact,  found  that  the  father  was  not  a 
proper  person  to'  have  the  custody  of  this  infant  child  and 
that  the  mother  was.«  Under  the  circumstances,  the  Court 
was  authorized  to  make  such  an  order  for  the  maintenance 
and  education  of  this  child  as  to  it  might  appear  just,  as  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  at  the  same  time  calculated  to  pro- 
mote its  interest  and  welfare.  That  the  Court  in  the  exer- 
cise of  this  power  and  for  these  ends,  had  authority  to  give 
the  custody  of  the  child  to  the  mother,  as  a  means  of  pro- 
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viding  for  its  maintenance  and  education,  in  a  way  conducive 
to  its  interest  and  weKare,  it  seems  to  me  there  can  be  no 
doubt. 

■  TMs  question  was  argued  by  counsel  for  the  respondent, 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  judgment  of  the  California 
Court  was  open  to  review  here,  and  that  if  it  appeared  that 
such  Court  had  misconstrued  the  statute  from  which  it  de- 
rived its  authority,  its  action  should  be  disregarded  as  null 
and  void.  But  I  am  satisfied  the  law  is  otherwise.  The 
Court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  the  cause.  The 
cause  was  the  controversy  between  the  parents  concerning 
the  divorce  and  the  future  maintenance  and  education  of  the 
children  of  the  marriage.  Admitting  for  the  purpose  of 
the  argument,  that  the  Court  erred,  either  as  to  the  fact  or 
the  law,  in  giving  the  custody  of  the  child  to  the  mother,  as 
a  means  of  providing  for  its  maintenance  and  education,  yet 
that  error  can  only  be  corrected  by  appeal  to  the  proper 
Court  of  review  in  California.  But  collaterally,  the  legality 
of  this  judgment  cannot  be  questioned  here  or  elsewhere. 
It  is  conclusive  upon  the  parties  to  it,  throughout  the  United 
States,  until  reversed  or  modified  by  the  proper  Court  in  the 
jurisdiction  where  it  was  given.    (2  Am.  lead.  cas.  721.) 

The  sixth  conclusion  finds  that  at  the  date  of  the  com- 
•mencement  of  this  proceeding,  the  respondent  and  petitioner 
were  citizens  of  different  States — the  former  of  Oregon  and 
the  latter  of  California.  There  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  citi- 
zenship of  the  respondent,  but  as  a  matter  of  law,  it  is  de- 
nied that  the  petitioner  is  a  citizen  of  California.  This 
denial  rests  upon  the  general  rule  of  law  that  the  domicil  of 
the  wife  is^^JontroUed  by  that  of  the  husband— that  in  law 
she  is  incapable  of  acquiring  a  domicil  different  from  that 
of  her  husband.  It  is  admitted  that  this  is  the  general  rule, 
but  when  the  reason  of  the  law  ceases  the  law  ceases  with 
it.  The  domicil  of  a  woman  divorced  from  her  husband  is 
no  longer  that  of  the  latter,  but  in  the  place  of  her  own 
choosing.  And  this  even  appears  to  be  the  rule  before  a 
decree  for  divorce,  where  the  wife  is  litigating  for  a  judicial 
separation  from  the  husband,  on  account  of  misconduct  on 
21 
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his  part,  wliich  entitles  lier  to  have  tlie  marriage  dissolved. 
(Bishop  on  Mar.  andDi.  §  728;  Barber  v.  Barber,  21  How. 
582.) 

In  the  ease  of  Barber  v.  Barber  (supra),  the  parties  while 
domiciled  in  the  State,  of  New  York  were  divorced  simply 
from  bed  and  board.  The  divorce  was  granted  at  the 
suit  of  the  wife  and  the  Court  also  decreed  her  alimony. 
To  prevent  the  enforcement  of  this  decree  as  to  alimony,  the 
husband  left  the  State  and  acquired  a  domicil  in  the  State 
of  Wisconsin.  The  wife  retained  her  residence  in  New  York, 
and  sued  the  husband  in  the  United  States  Court  for  Wis- 
consin, to  enforce  the  decree  of  alimony  and  prevailed  there. 
The  husband  appealed  the  jsause  to  the  Supreme  Court. 
Among  other  things,  it  was  objected  on  the  behalf  of  the 
husband  that  the  National  Court  in  Wisconsin  had  no  juris- 
diction, because  the  parties  to  the  suit" were  not  citizens  of 
different  States.  The  Supreme  Court  held,  that  even  where 
a  divorce  was  only  from  bed  and  board,  that  the  control  of 
the  husband  over  the  location  of  the  wife  ceased,  and  that 
her  domicil  thereafter  must  be  deemed  to  be  of  her  own 
choosing,  and  that  therefore  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  on 
account  of  the  different  citizenship  of  the  parties,  and 
affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Court  below. 

In  this  case  the  parties  were  divorced  absolutely  and 
upon  the  authority  of  Barber  v.  Barber,  as  well  as  upon 
principle,  thereafter,  the  domicil  of  the  wife  was  according 
to  the  fadt  of  her  residence  and  not  that  of  the  husband. 

The  return  of  the  respondent  denied  the  existence  of  the 
alleged  judgment  in  the  Court  of  California,  and  on  the 
hearing  of  cause,  the  petitioner  to  support  the  Jssue  on  her 
part,  offered  in  evidence,  what  purported  to  be  a  transcript 
of  the  judgment  roll  of  that  Court.  The  respondent's  coun- 
sel objected  to  the  reading  of  the  transcript,  and  it  was  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  subject  to  the  objections. 

After  careful  consideration  of  the  arguments  and  author- 
ities, I  have  concluded  that  the  objections  to  };he  admission 
of  the  transcript  are  not  well  taken. 

The  objections  may  be  briefly  stated  as  follows: 
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I.  The  decree  for  the  custody  of  the  child,  as  set  forth 
in  the  alleged  transcript,  is  only  temporary  and  not  final. 

II.  The  certificate  of  the  Judge  to  the  attestation  of  the 
Clerk  is  insufficient. 

m.     The  certificate  of  the  Judge  is  not  legally  stamped. 

The  first  objection  is  easily  disposed  of.  The  decree 
provides  in  terms  that  it  may  be  modified  or  changed  here- 
after, upon  the  application  of  either  party,  upon  sufficient 
cause  shown.  But  surely  this  is  no  reason  why  the  decree 
should  be  treated  as  temporary,  or  why  it  is  not  absolute  in 
the  meantime.  The  decree  in  this  respect  only  reserves  to 
the  Court  the  power  to  modify  it  hereafter;  and  the  law 
gives  that  power  to  the  Court  whenever  the  interest  or  wel- 
fare of  the  child  may  require  its  exercise,  independent  of 
the  reservation  in  the  decree.  Until  changed,  the  decree  is 
binding  and  absolute.  The  presump'tion  is,  that  it  remains 
unchanged,  and  that  presuipption  can  only  be  overcome  by 
record  evidence  to  the  contrary. 

This  decree  may  also  be  appealed  from  within  a  year,  as  I 
read  the  laws  of  California,  but  until  an  appeal  is  taken,  it 
must  be  deemed  a  final  decree^  The  mere  right  of  appeal 
does  not  qualify  or  impair  the  force  or  effect  of  a  final  de- 
cree in  an  inferior  Court.  The  appeal  must  be  actually 
taken,  and  that  under  such  circumstances  and  with  such 
security  as  would  make  it  operate  as  a  supersedeas.  There 
is  no  presumption  that  an  appeal  has  been  taken,  but  the 
contrary. 

The  second  objection  admits  of  more  controversy. 

The  act  of  May  26,  1790  (1  Stat.  122)  prescribing  the 
mode  of  .proving  the  judicial  records  of  a  State,  when 
used  in  another  State,  provided  that  in  addition  to  the  at- 
testation of  the  clerk  and  the  seal  of  the  Court,  there  shall 
be  "  a  certificate  of  the  Judge,  Chief  Justice  or  presiding 
magistrate,  as  the  case  may  be,  that  the  said  attestation  is 
in  due  form."  Counsel  for  the  petitioner  maintains  that 
this  act  does  not  apply  to  the  authentication  of  a  State 
record  in  the  national  Courts,   but  only  when  used  in  the 
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Courts  of  another  State,  and  that,  therefore,  the  certificate 
of  the  Judge  is  here  unnecessary. 

On  several  occasions  when  this  subject  has  been  before 
the  inferior  Courts  of  the  United  States,  it  seems  to  have 
been  assumed  that  this  mode  of  authenticating  State  records 
is  necessary  to  make  them  evidence  in  the  national  Courts. 
{Craig  v.  Brown,  Pet.  C.  C.  354;  Mewster  v.  Spalding,  6 
McLean,  25;  Tooker  et  al.  v.  Thompson  et  al.,  3  McLean, 
93.)  But  it  seems  very  questionable  if  this  interpretation 
of  the  act  is  the  correct  one.  Of  course  Congress,  by 
virtue  of  its  general  power  to  regulate  the  mode  of  proof 
and  procedure  in  the  national  Courts,  may  prescribe  in  what 
manner  and  by  what  means  a  record  of  a  State  or  other 
Court  shall  be  proved  therein.  But  was  this  act  passed  for 
such  purpose,  or  was  it  intended  to  have  any  such  efi'ect  ? 
The  act  appears  to  have  been  passed  in  pursuance  of  Art. 
IV,  §  1  of  the  Constitution.  This  clause  of  the  Constitution 
has  but  one  object  in  view — to  declare  that  full  faith  and 
credit  shall  be  given  in  each  State  to  the  judicial  records, 
etc.,  of  every  other  State;  and  then,  as  a  practical  means  of 
making  his  abstract  declaration  effectual  and  useful,  to 
authorize  Congress  to  prescribe  the  manner  in  which  such 
records  should  be  proved  or  authenticated,  when  used  in 
another  State,  and  the  effect  thereof  when  proven. 

Prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  under  the  rule 
of  the  common  law,  the  judicial  records  of  each  State  were 
treated  as  foreign  judgments  in  every  other  State,  and 
therefore  only  primary  evidence  of  the  facts  and  conclusions 
therein  contaihed.  In  addition,  each  State  might,  for  it- 
self, prescribe  in  what  manner  such  records  should  be 
proved,  and  might  make  that  proof  so  difficult  or  uncer- 
tain, as  to  practically  prevent  their  being  used  at  aU. 
Among  a  people  about  "  to  form  a  more  'perfect  Union,"  this 
was  felt  to  be  a  serious  evil,  and  consequently  this  pro- 
vision was  inserted  in  the  Constitution,  and  the  act  of 
May  26,  1790,  was  ■  passed  to  carry  it  into  effect.  As  the 
State  Courts  do  not  take  judicial  knowledge  of  each  other's 
laws,  and  could  not,  therefore,  know,  without  other  proof, 


OCTOBEE,  1867.  309 


Susan  Bennett  v.  Sanford  J.  Bennett. 


wliether  the  certificate  of  tlie  Clerk  was  in  due  form  or  not, 
Congress  supplied  the  means  of  proof,  by  providing  that 
the  Judge  of  the  Court  should  certify  that  the  attestation  of 
the  clerk  was  in  due  form — that  is,  according  to  the  law  of 
the  State  where  the  record  was  made.  , 

But  the  evil  to  be  prevented  by  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion never  existed  or  could  exist,  so  far  as  the  national 
Courts  are  concerned.  The  National  and  State  governments, 
although  vested  with  distinct  jurisdictions,  are  in  no  sense 
foreign  to  each  other,  but  are  subordinate  and  limited  parts 
of  one  complete  system  of  government.  On  principle,  then, 
in  the  Courts  of  the  United  States,  the  judgment  of  a  State 
Court  ought  to  be  regarded  as  a  domestic  judgment — a  judg- 
ment given  within  the  territorial  sovereignty  of  the  United 
States,  and  provable  in  the  ordinary  way,  by  the  certificate 
of  the  custodian  of  the  original^-the  clerk  of  the  Colirt. 

The  national  Courts  take  judicial  knowledge  of  the  laws 
of  every  State  in  the  Union.  {Owirws  v.  Hull,  9  Pet.  624; 
Woodworth  V.  Spaffords  ei  al.,  2  McLean,  175.) 

This  doctrine  can  only  be  maintained  upon  the  theory 
that  the  States  are  a  part  of  the  General  Government  and 
territorially  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States. 
This  being  so,  the  Courts  of  the  United  States  do  not  re- 
quire the  certificate  of  the  Judge  of  a  State  Court,  that  the 
attestation  of  the  clerk  thereof  is  in  due  form  of  law.  They 
determine  that  matter  by  their  knowledge  of  the  laws  of  the 
State  where  it  was  made. 

For  these  reasons,  then,  it  appears  to  me  that  in  this 
Court,  a  judicial  record  of  the  State  of  California,  is  admis- 
sible in  evidence  without  the  certificate  of  the  Judge  of  the 
Court  to  the  sufficiency  or  form  of  the  attestation  of  the 
clerk.  But  as  the  cases  which  I  have  been  able  to  find  upon 
the  subject,  have  been  decided  upon  a  contrary  assumption, 
in  deference  to  their  authority,  I  proceed  to  examine  the 
objection  upon  the  theory,  that  such  certificate  is  necessary. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  certificate  of  the  Judge  is  sufficient, 
so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  attestation  of  the  clerk — that  it  is 
in  due  form  of  law. 
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The  objection  is,  tliat  it  does  not  appear  from  tlie  certifi- 
cate that  the  person  who  made  it,  is  either  the  sole  Judge, 
C/w'e/"  Justice  ox  presiding  Magistrate  of  the  Court  that  made 
the  decree,  or  even  that  he  is  the  Judge  of  that  Court  at  all. 

The  language  of  the  certificate,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the 
person  who  made  it,  is  as  follows : 

"  I,  J.  B.  Southard)  District  Judge  of  the  Seventh  Judicial 
District  of  the  State  of  California,  do  hereby  certify,"  etc. 
The  official  character  of  the  Judge  is  repeated  in  the  same 
words  after  his  signature  to  the  certificate. 

Fropa  the  transcript  itself,  and  from  the  certificate  of  the 
clerk,  it  appears  that  the  decree  was  made  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  Seventh  Judicial  District,  in  and  for  the  county 
of  Sonoma,  State  of  California.  It  does  not  appear,  then, 
from  the  certificate  itself,  that  J.  B.  Southard  was,  at  the 
date  of  making  it,  the  sole  Judge,  Chief  Justice  or  presidiiig 
Magistrate  of  the  District  Court,  in  and  for  tJie  county  of 
Sonoma.  Whether  the  county  of  Sonoma  is  within  the  Sev- 
enth Judicial  District,  of  which  J.  B.  Southard  certifies  that 
he  is  District  Judge,  or  whether  the  District.  Court  for 
Sonoma  is  held  by  one  or  more  Judges,  does  not  appear 
from  this  certificate.  Unless,  then,  the  judicial  knowledge 
of  the  Court,  as  to  the  laws  of  California,  will  supply  these 
deficiencies  in  the  certificate,  the  transcript  cannot  be  read 
in  evidence  under  the  acst  of  May  26,  1790. 

The  Constitution  of  the  State  of  California  (Art.  YI,  |  5), 
requires  the  legislature  to  divide  the  State  into  a  certain 
number  of  judicial  districts:  "iu  each  of  which  there  shall 
be  a  District  Court,  and  for  each  of  which  a  District  Judge 
shall  be  elected,"  etc.  (Hittell's  Laws,  §  177.)  In  pursu- 
ance of  this  authority,  the  legislature  of  California  created 
the  "Seventh  Judicial  District,"  including  among  others 
therein,  the  county  of  Sonoma.  (Hittell's  Laws,  §  1,337.) 
By  section  1,358  of  the  same  compilation,  it  appears,  "There 
shall  be  held,  in  the  Seventh  Judicial  District,  terms  of  said 
Court,  as  follows:  In  the  county  of  Sonoma,"  on  certain 
Mondays  therein  named.    The  words  said  Court,  in  the  para- 
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grapli  just  quoted,  refer  to  the  words  Dijstrict  Court,  previ- 
ously used  in  the  same  act. 

Take  these  facts  thus  proved  beyond  controversy  and  add 
them  to  the  statement  in  the  certificate, — 

"I,  J.  B.  Southard,  District  Judge  of  the  Seventh  Judicial 
District  of  the  State  of  California,  do  hereby  certify,"  etc., 
and  the  proof  is  complete.  The  District  Judge  of  the  Seventh 
Judicial  District,  is  thus  shown  to  be  the  Judge  of  the 
District  Court  in  and  for  the  county  of  Sonoma,  and  the  sole 
Judge  thereof ,  and  therefore  the  person  authorized  to  certify 
that  the  attestation  of  the  clerk  is  in  due  form.  • 

The  case  of  Owings  v.  Hull  (9  Pet.  624-5),  is  a  case  ex- 
actly in  point.  The  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Mary- 
land, on  the  trial  of  an  action,  admitted  in  evidence,  a  copy 
of  a  bill  of  sale  executed  in  Louisiana,  without  proof  to  ac- 
count for  the  non-production  of  the  original.  On  error,  the 
Supreme  Court  held,  that  the  Court  below  was  bound  to 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  laws  of  Louisiana.  By  those  laws 
it  appears  that  this  contract  being  entered  into  before  a 
notary,  the  original  properly  remained  with  that  officer,  and 
the  party  only  took  »  copy.  In  this  way  the  non-production 
of  the  original  was  decided  to  be  sufficiently  accounted  for, 
without  other  proof. 

The  third  olbjection  is  yet  to  be  considered.  It  appears 
that  the  certificate  of  the  Judge  was  made  and  issued  with- 
out being  stamped.  It  also  appears  that  it  was  liable  to  a 
stamp  duty  of  five  cents.  On  October  21,  tlSBT,  before 
offering  to  use  the  certificate,  the  petitioner  procured  the 
Collector  of  Internal  Eevenue  for  this  collection  district 
to  stamp  the  same  and  remit  the  penalty.  This  proceeding 
took  place  under  section  158  of  the  Internal  Eevenue 
Act  of  June  30,  1864,  as  amended  by  the  act  of  July 
13,  1866.  (14  Stat.  143.)  This  act  authorizes  the  party 
issuing  the  instrument,  or  any  person  "having  an  in- 
terest therein,  to  appear  before  the  collector  of  the  revenue 
of  the  proper  District,"  and  apply  to  have  the  same  stamped. 
The  objection  is,  that  the  proceeding  did  hot  take  place 


312  DISTEICT  OF  OREGON, 

Susan  Bennett  v.  Sanford  J.  Bennett. 

before  the  collector  of  the  proper  District,  and,  therefore, 
the  stamping  is  without  effect. 

For  the  respondent,  it  is  maintained  that  there  can  be 
but  one  proper  district,  and  that  is  the  one  in  which  the 
certificate  was  made  and  issjied.  On  the  other  hand,  counsel, 
for  the  petitioner  insist  that  at  least  where  the  party  making 
the  application  is  not  the  one  who  issued  the  instrument, 
the  proper  district  is  the  one  in  which  the  instrument  is 
proposed  to  be  used.  It  would  seem  that  the  word  proper 
is  used  in  the  act  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  the  idea  that 
the  proceeding  might  take  place  before  the  collector  of  any 
distriSt.  But  which  is  the  proper  district  is  a  question 
easier  asked  than  answered.  I  am  not  well  satisfied  in  my 
owu'mind  how  the  act  ought  to  be  construed  in  this  respect. 
The  objection  may  be  well  taken,  but  it  is  very  technical. 
The  petitioner  is  an  innocent  party,  having  an  instrument 
and  desirous  of  using  it  in  this  district.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances she  has  had  it  stamped  here,  and  I  will  consider 
it  sufiicient. 

The  only  remaining  question  to  be  considered  is  that  of 
jurisdiction. 

By  the  Constitution  (Art.  Ill,  §  2)*  tjie  judicial  power 
of  the  United  States  extends  to  all  controversies  between 
citizens  of  different  States. 

This  is  a  controversy—a.  legal  controversy— to  be  tried  and 
determined  by  judicial  proceedings  and  judgment.  '  The 
controversy  arises  upon  the  alleged  legal  right  of  the  peti- 
tioner to  the'custody  of  her  infant  child,  and  the  denial  and 
withholding  of  that  right  by  the  respdndent.  This  is  also  a 
controversy  between  citizens  of  different  States.  The  parties, 
although  man  and  wife,  have  been  divorced  by  the  decree 
of  a  competent  Court  in  a  sister  State.  Since  then,  the 
citizenship  of  the  wife  depends  upon  the  location  of  her 
domicil  in  fact,  and  does  not  follow  that  of  the  husband. 
The  fiction  of  law,  that  the  domicil  of  the  wife  follows  that 
of  the  husband,  is  based  upon  the  legal  power  of  the  hus- 
band over  the  person  of  the  wife,  as  an  incident  of  the  mar- 
riage relation,  and  ceases  with  the  reason  of  it— the  exist- 
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ence  of  the  relation  itself.  It  is  clear  upon  principle,  and 
upon  the  authority  of  Barber  v.  Barber  (supra),  is  not  open 
to  controversy. 

But,  although  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States 
extends  to  and  includes  a  controversy  of  this  kind,  it  does 
not  necessarily  follow  that  the  Courts  of  the  United  States 
have  jurisdiction  and  authority  to  try  and  determine  it. 
The  rule  is  long  since  established,  that  whatever  ina,y  be 
the  extent  of  the  judicial  power  of  the  Oovernment  of 
the  United  States,  its  Courts  can  only  exercise  such 
jurisdiction  as  may  be  conferred  upon  them  by  Con- 
gress, excepting  only  ihe  mnginal  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  which  is  given  and  limited  by  the  Constitution  itself, 
and  therefore  beyond  the  power  of  Congress  to  enlarge  or 
diminish. 

The  only  authority  of  this  Court,  or  the  Judge  thereof, 
to  exercise  jurisdiction  or  judicial  power  over  this  contro- 
versy, by  means  of  the  proceeding,  suit  or  remedy  known  as' 
habeas  corpus,  is  derived  from  section  14  of  the  act  of  Sep- 
tember 24,  1789  (1  Stat.  81)  commonly  caUed  the  Judiciary 
Act.     It  enacts : 

"  That  all  of  the  before  mentioned  Courts  of  the  United 
States" — referring  to  the  Supreme  Court  and  District 
Courts — "  shall  have  power  to  issue  writs  of  habeas  corpus, 
and  all  other  writs  not  specially  provided  for  by  statute, 
which  may  be  necessary  for  the  exercise  of  their  respective 
jurisdictions,  and  agreeable  to  the  principles  and  usages  of 
law.  And  either  of  the  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as 
well  as  the  Judges  of  the  District  Courts,  shall  have  power 
to  grant  writs  of  habeas  corpus  for  the  purpose  of  inquiry 
into  the  cause  of  commitment;  provided,  that  writs  of  habeas 
corpus  shall  in  no  case  extend  to  prisoners  in  jail,  unless 
where  they  are  in  custody,  under  or  by  color  of  the  authority 
of  the  United  States,  or  are  committed  for  trial  before  some 
Court  of  the  same,  or  are  necessary  to  be  brought  into  Court 
to  testify.'' 

This  section  consists  of  two  distinct  affirmative  sentences 
or  clauses,  and  a  qualifying  proviso. 
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The  first  sentence  confers  the  power  upon  the  Courts 
generally  to  issue  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  agreeable  to  the 
principles  and  usages  of  law. 

The  second  sentence  confers  the  power  upon  either  of  the 
justices  of  the  Supreme  Court  and  the  Judges  of  the  District 
Courts,  to  grant  the  writ  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  into 
the  cause  of  commitment. 

The  proviso  limits  the  power  of  exercising  jurisdiction  by 
means  of  the  writ  in  the  case  of  prisoners  in  jail  unless  they 
are  in  custody  by  authority  of  the  United  States.  The  gen- 
eral scope  of  the  proviso  is  also  qualified  by  the  last  clause 
of  it,  which  allows  prisoners  in  jail  to  be  brought  up  on 
habeas  corpus  to  be  used  as  witnesses,  without  regard  to  the 
authority  under  which  they  may  be  in  custody. 

In  Ex  parte  Bollman  (4  Cranch,  75),  the  Supreme  Court 
decided,  that  the  proviso  extended  to  and  qualified  both  the 
previous  sentences  of  the  section,  and  that  therefore,  in  the 
case  of  a  prisoner  in  jail — the  case  specified  in  the  proviso — 
neither  the  Courts  or  the  Judges  of  the  United  States,  could 
grant  the  writ  to  inquire  into  the  cause  of  commitment,  ex- 
cept in  the  instances  named  in  the  proviso. 

This  construction  of  the  section  has  ever  since  been  main- 
tained by  the  Supreme  Court,  Ex  parts  Dorr  (3  How.  105.) 
The  object  and  policy  of  it  is  apparent.  It  was  intended  to 
prevent  conflicts  between  the  judicial  authorities  of  the  na- 
tional and  local  governments,  and  this  was  accomplished,  by 
limiting  the  Courts  of  the  former,  in  the  exercise  of  their 
jurisdiction  by  means  of  habeas  corpus,  in  the  case  of  pris- 
oners in  Jail,  to  such  persons  as  were  in  custody  by  the  au- 
thority of  the  United  States. 

As  prisoners  can  only  be  in  jail  in  the  United  States  by 
authority,  either  of  a  State  or  the  United  States,  this  limita- 
tion upon  the  general  power  previously  conferred  in  the  sec- 
tion, amounts  to  no  more  than  if  the  proviso  had  read  thus: 
"Provided,  That  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  shall  in  no  ease 
extend  to  prisoners  in  jail  under  or  by  color  of  the  authority 
of  any  State  of  the  United  States." 

Public  authority — the  authority  to  confine  in  jail,  in  this 
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country,  only  exists  in  a  State  and  the  United  States.  It 
follows,  then,  that  the  legal  effect  of  the  proviso  is  the  same, 
■whether  stated  as  in  the  statute  or  as  I  have  just  suggested. 
One  expression  is  the  exact  equivalent  of  the  other. 

It  is  therefore  apparent,  that  the  power  conferred  by  the 
first  two  sentences  of  this  section,  except  as  to  the  single 
instance  of  prisoners  in  jail  by  authority  of  a  State,  is  not 
affected,  qualified  or  diminished  by  the  proviso.  Its  only 
office  is  to  exclude  from  the  operation  of  the  general  power 
already  conferred,  the  cases  of  persons  in  jail  by  authority 
of  a  State,  or,  stated  conversely,  not  in  custody  by  authority 
of  the  United  States. 

In  opposition  to  this  construction  of  the  section,  counsel 
for  the  respondent  maintained  that  the  power  to  exercise 
jurisdiction  by  means  of  habeas  corpus  was  confined  to  the 
cases  enumerated  in  proviso — prisoners  in  custody  by  au- 
thority of  the  United  States.  But  this  construction  rests 
the  general  power  upon  the  proviso  alone,  and  simply 
ignores  all  the  rest  of  the  section.  The  proviso  was  not 
added  to  the  section  to  confer  jurisdiction,  but  to  limit  that 
already  granted  in  the  previous  part  of  it.  The  office  of  a 
proviso  is  to  restrain,  avoid  or  impose«conditions  upon  that 
which  precedes  it.  Without  this  proviso,  upon  the  letter 
of  the  section,  the  writ  might  have  extended  to  prisoners  in 
jail  under  the  authority  of  a  State.  To  prevent  this— to 
avoid  the  operation  of  the  power  conferred  by  the  previous 
words  of  the  section,  in  this  respect,  this  proviso  is  added. 
What  was  before  absolutely  conferred,  is  now,  in  the  case 
of  prisoners  in  jail,  given  conditionally.  They  must  be  in 
custody  by  the  authority  of  the  United  States,  or  the  writ 
shall  not  extend  to  them.  But  this  condition  in  the  proviso 
only  extends  to  the  cases  of  prisoners  in  jail.  In  all  other 
cases  the  general  authority  conferred  by  the  first  two 
sentences  of  the  section  remains  unimpaired  and  unqualified. 

The  case  of  Ex  parte  Dorr  (3  How.  105),  is  cited  and  re- 
lied upon  by  counsel  for  respondent  as  supporting  his  con- 
struction of  the  section.  In  June,  1844,  Dorr  was  convicted 
and  sentenced  to  imprisonment  for  life,  by  the  judgment  of 
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the  State  Court  of  Ehode  Island,  for  the  crime  of  treason 
against  the  State.  Access  to  Dorr  being  denied,  the  case 
came  before  the  'Supreme  Court,  on  application  on  his  be- 
half, for  a  habeas  corpus  to  bring  him  before  the  Supreme 
Court,  to  enable  him  to  sue  out  a  writ  of  error  to  the  State 
Court.  The  Court  refused  the  application  on  the  groun^ 
that  Dorr  was  in  prison  under  the  sentence  of  a  State  Court. 
The  motion  does  not  appear  to  have  been  argued,  and  the 
Court  treated  it  as  a  matter  too  plain  for  argument. 

But  in  the  course  of  its  brief  opinion,  in  commenting 
upon  section  14,  the  Court  says:  "The  power  given  to  the 
Courts  in  this  section,  *  *  *  as  regards  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  is  restricted  by  the  proviso  to  cases  where  a  pris- 
oner 'is  in  .custody  under  or  by  color  of  the  authority  of  the 
United  States.'  *  *  *  The  words  of  the  proviso  are  un- 
ambiguous. They  adnlit  of  but  one  construction.  And  that 
they  qualify  and  restrict  the  preceding  provisions  of  the  sec- 
tion is  indisputable." 

The  case  before  the  Court,  and  which  alone  it  decided, 
was  the  case  of  a  prisoner  confined  by  authority  of  a  State, 
and  the  language  of  the  opinion,  unless  the  contrary  is  mani- 
fest, must  be  confined  to  the  case  then  under  consideration. 
The  question  whether  the  power  to  issue  the  writ  was  re- 
stricted to  the  cases  enumerated  in  the  proviso,  was  not 
before  the  Court  or  in  the  case.  Besides  the  Court  im- 
pliedly qualifies  its  general  statement  as  to  the  restrictive 
effect  of  the  proviso,  by  limiting  it  to  the  case  of  "a  'pris- 
oner"—iihe  only  case  before  it.  Bead  with  reference  to  the 
subject  under  consideration,  this  paragraph  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  only  states,  "that  m  case  of  a  'prisoner,  the 
proviso  restricts  the  general  power  given  by  the  section,  to 
persons  in  custody  under  the  authority  of  the  United  States." 

But  this  is  not  all.  In  the  next  clause  in  the  opinion,  the 
Court  states  Jihe  rule,  conversely,  thus: — "Neither  this  or 
any  other  Court  of  the  United  States,yor  Judge  thereof,  can 
issue  a  habeas  corpus  to  bring  up  a  prisoner,  who  is  in  cus- 
tody under  a  sentence  of  execution  of  a  State  Court,  for  any 
other  purpose  than  to  be  used  as  a  witness." 
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This  shows  beyond  question,  the  point  the  Court  was 
considering  and  what  it  intended  to  decide.  If  there  "is 
room  for  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to  what  was  intended  by 
the  first  statement  of  the  Court,  the  second  one  is  explicitly 
against  the  color  now  attempted  to  be  given  to  it.  And 
even,  if  upon  the  whole,  the  language  of  the  Court  would 
authorize  the  conclusion  attempted  to  be  drawn  from  it  by 
counsel,  I  should  hesitate  to  adopt  it.  The  construction  is 
manifestly  erroneous,  not  to  say  more — the  point  was  not  in 
the  case  nor  before  the  Court,  and  I  should  feel  warranted 
in  treating  it  as  an  inadTertence  of  expression  readily  per- 
ceived and  easily  corrected  by  an  examination  of  the  subject 
and  the  context. 

The  District  Courts  of  the  United  States  have  power  to 
exercise  jurisdiction  by  means  of  habeas  corpus  in  all  con- 
troversies to  which  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States 
extends.  As  has  been  shown,  that  power  extends  to  this 
controversy,  on  account  of  the  citizenship  of  the  parties. 
The  power  is  given  by  this  section;  and  it  is  not  restricted 
by  the  words,  "  which  may  be  necessary  to  the  exercise  of 
their  respective  jurisdictions."  These  words  apply  only  to 
the  last  antecedent  phrase — "and  all  other  writs  not 
specially  provided  by  statute."  In  the  case  of  Sx  parte 
Bollman  (supra),  the  Supreme  Court  examined  this  question 
at  length  and  decided  expressly  that  this  grant  of  power — 
to  issue  writs  of  habeas  corpus — could  not  be  taken  ' '  in  the 
limited  sense  of  being  merely  used  to  enable  the  Court  to 
exercise  its  jurisdiction  in  causes  which  it  is  enabled  to 
decide  finally." 

Again  the  Court  says,  in  the  same  case,  "From  this  re- 
view of  the  extent  of  the  power  of  awarding  writs  of  habeas 
corpus,  if  the  section  be  construed  in  the  restricted  sense, 
from  a  comparison  of  the  nature  of  the  writ  which  the 
Courts  of  the  United  States  would,  on  that  view  of  the  sub- 
ject, be  enabled  to  issue;  from  a  comparison  of  the  power 
so  granted  with  the  other  parts  of  the  section,  it  is  apparent 
that  this  limited  sense  of  the  term  cannot  be  that  which  was 
contemplated  by  the  Legislature." 
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Of  course  the  reasoning  and  conclusion  of  the  Court  in 
Ex  parte  Bollman  applies  to  the  District  Courts  as  well  as 
the  Supreme  Court.  No  distinction  between  them  is  made 
by  the  Courtj  and  none  could  be  made,  for  as  the  Court  says 
in  the  same  case,  "  the  power  is  granted  to  all"  (the  Courts 
of  the  United  States)  "in  the  same  sentence  and  by  the 
same  words." 

Conkling's  commentary  on  the  case  is  to  the  same  eifect, 
and  he  adds,  "  The  propriety  of  the  latter  construction" — 
against  the  limited  sense — "  was  demonstrated  by  a  masterly 
reductio  ad  ahsurdvmi."    (Conk.  Treat.  77.) 

It  may  be  said  that  a  power  given  to  a  Court  to  issue 
writs  of  habeas  corpus,  cannot  be  exercised  by  the  Judge 
thereof.  Certain  writs  of  habeas  corpus  only  issue  from  a 
Court,  because  they  are  not  used  except  in  aid  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  in  cause  before  it.  But  this  is  the  writ 
ad  suly'iciendum,  and  according  to  the  rule  prescribed  in  this 
section  14^ — "the  usages  and  principles  of  law" — ^may  be 
issued  by  a  Judge.  Where  a  Court  is  constituted  with 
more  than  one  Judge,  it  might  well  be  from  the  nature  of 
its  organization,  that  a  grant  of  power  to  such  a  Court,  to 
issue  writs  of  habeas  corpus  ad  subjiciendum,  could  not  be 
exercised  by  a  single  Judge  thereof.  Perhaps,  for  that  rea- 
son, the  second  sentence  in  the  section  was  inserted,  giving 
the  Justices  of  the  Supreme  Court  power  to  issue  the  writ 
in  ease  of  commitment.  It  is  true  the  Judges  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  are  included  in  this  provision,  but  this  may  have 
been  deemed  expedient,  out  of  abundance  of  caution,  to 
prevent  an  inference  that  the  power  was  intended  to  be  de- 
nied them.     (Conk.  Treat.  79.) 

This  question  was  not  made  on  the  argument.  But  it  has 
occurred  to  me  during  the  consideration  of  the  case,  and 
being  a  question  relating  to  jurisdiction,  I  do  not  think  it 
proper  to  pass  it  over  in  silence.  After  careful  delibera- 
tion, I  have  concluded  that  the"  power  conferred  upon  the 
District  Court  to  issue  the  writ  ad  subjiciendum,  may  be  ex- 
ercised by  the  Judge  thereof.  This  is  "agreeable  to  the 
principles  and  usages  of  law,"  regulating  the  issuing  of  this 
writ,  as  I  understand  them. 
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If  the  power  conferred  upon  a  Judge  by  the  second  sen- 
tence of  this  section,  to  issue  the  writ  to  inquire  "into  the 
cause  of  commitment,"  applies  to  this  case,  of  course  this 
question  would  be -an  immaterial  one.  But  I  am  not  satis- 
fied that  the  word  commitment,  as  there  used,  was  intended 
or  can  be  construed  to  apply  to  a  case  of  restraint  imposed 
by  a  private  person.  The  technical  sense  of  the  word — and 
I  am  not  aware  that  it  has  any  other  signification — ^is  a 
restraint  or  confinement  by  public  authority. 

On  the  argument  of  this  cause,  the  case  of  Barry  v.  Mer- 
cein,  decided  by  Judge  Betts  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  was  relied  on  by  counsel 
for  respondent.  The  report  of  the  case  is  not  here,  but 
numerous  citations  from  the  opinion  of  the  Judge,  are  to  be 
found  in  the  argument  of  counsel  when  the  same  case  was 
before  the  Supreme  Court  on  error.  (5  How.  103.) 

The  case  was  this  :  Barry,  an  alien,  was  married  in  New 
York  to  Mercein,  a  citizen  of  New  York.  Afterwards  the 
parties  separated  and  Barry  returned  to  Liverpool,  Nova 
Scotia.  Ail  infant  child  of  the  marriage  remained  in  the 
custody  of  her  mbther  and  her  father.  Barjy  applied  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  for  a  habeas  corpus 
to  obtain  the  custody  of  the  child.  The  Court  refused  the 
writ,  becaijse  of  its  want  of  original  jurisdiction.  In  deny- 
ing the  motion.  Story,  Justice,  seemed  to  assume  that  the 
inferior  Courts  of  the  United  States  could  exercise  the  ju- 
risdiction. True,  this  is  not  asserted  in  so  many  words,  but 
certainly  nothing  is  said  or  suggested  to  the  contrary.  The 
Court  says :  "Without,  therefore,  entering  into  the  merits 
of  the  present  application,  we  are  compelled,  by  our  dtlfcy, 
to  dismiss  the  petition,  leaving  the  petitioner  to  seek  redress 
in  such  other  tribunal  of  the  United  States  as  may  be  entitled 
to  grant  it.  If  the  petitioner  has  any  title  to  redress  in 
those  tribunals,  the  vacancy  in  the  office  of  the  Judge  of 
this  Court,  assigned  to  that  circuit  and  district"  (of  New 
York),  ' '  creates  no  legal  obstruction  to  the  pursuit  thereof." 
(Ex  parte  Barry,  2  How.  65.) 

In  pursuance  of  this  suggestion  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
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Barry  applied  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  District  of  New  York.  No  Justice  of  the  Supreme 
Court  was  present,  and  the  application  was  heard  by  Judge 
Betts.  He  denied  the  writ  on  several-  grounds,  the  most 
important  of  which  were  want  of  jurisdiction,  and  that  it 
appeared  that  the  father  was  not  entitled  to  the  custody  of 
the  child.  The  second  ground  was  a  sufficient  reason  for 
denying  the  writ,  even  if  the  Court  had  jurisdiction. 

But,  on  the  question  of  jurisdiction,  the  case  is  not  in 
point.  The  Court  was  asked  to  take  jurisdiction  on  account 
of  the  difference  in  citizenship  of  the  parties,  and  could  not 
take  it  on  any  other  ground — that  the  petitioner  was  an 
alien  amd  the  respondent  a  citizen  of  the  State  of  New  York. 
The  parties  had  not  been  divorced,  and  the  marriage  rela- 
tion was  subsisting  between  them  in  full  force.  The  rule  of 
law  being  that  the  domicil  of  the  wife  follows  that  of  the 
husband,  the  allegation  of  the  different  citizenship  of  the 
parties  could  not  be  sustained.  But  in  this  case  the  differ- 
ent citizenship  of  the  parties  is  a  fact  established  beyond 
dispute. 

Since  the  cause,  was  submitted,  I  have  found  a  case  ex- 
actly in  point.  {United  States  v.  Green,  3  Mass.  4:82.)  Aarbn 
Putnam,  a  citizen  of  New  York,  had  a  habeas  corpus  directed 
to  Timothy  Green  to  obtain  the  custody  of  his  i;ifant  child. 
The  case  was  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  Ehode 
Island.  The  respondent  was  the  maternal  grandfather  of 
the  child,,  and  it  had  been  left  with  him  by  the  mother  on 
'  her  death-bed.  -  The  case  was  finally  compromised,  but  Mr. 
Justice  Story  issued  the  writ  and  compelled  a  return  to  it. 
Tfee  question  of  jurisdiction  was  not  directly  raised,  but  it 
could  not  have  escaped  the  attention  of  Court  and  counsel. 
The  inference  is,  that  the  Court  considered  that  it  was  not 
open  to  controversy. 

Apart  from  the  mere  legal  question  concerning  jurisdic- 
tion, this  is  a  case,  which,  upon  the  merits,  this  Court  ought 
to  take  cognizance  of  and  give  the  petitioner  the  relief  prayed 
for.  The  respondent  found  the  petitioner  in  California  and 
married  her  there.     Married  her,  too,  upon  a  public  profes- 
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sion  that  lie  had  united  witli  the  churcli  of  her  faith — a  pro- 
fession which  his  answer  in  the  California  Court  substantially 
admits  was  a  mere  pretense  to  obtain  her  consent  to  the 
marriage.  Afterwards,  when  a  controversy  arose  between 
the  parties,  involving  the  custody  of  the  infant  child  of  this 
marriage,  and  while  that  controversy  was  being  litigated  in 
the  Court  of  their  domicil,  respondent,  to  defraud  the  peti- 
tioner of  the  probable  results  of  that  litigation,  left  the 
State  and  carried  the  child  to  Oregon,  and  compelled  the 
petitioner  to  follow  him  here  to  enforce  her  rights  against 
him. 

If  it  was  thought  proper  and  right  by  the  framers  of  the 
Constitution  and  Congress  to  give  the  national  Courts  juris- 
diction of  a  controversy  between  citizens  of  different  States, 
where  the  matter  in  dispute  is  mere  rights  of  property — to 
be  measured  by  mere  dollars  and  cents — why  should  their 
jurisdiction  not  extend  to  the  more  important  controversy 
like  this,  where  the  matter  in  dispute  is  the  custody  and 
control  of  an  infant  child  of  the  parties. 

The  objection,  that  the  control  of  the  domestic  relations 
belongs  properly  to  the  State  Courts,  and  that  therefore  the 
United  States  Courts  ought  not  to  take  cognizance  of  ques- 
tions concerning  them,  is  merely  begging  the  question. 

The  domestic  forum  in  California  has  determined  who  is 
best  fitted  and  entitled  to  have  the  custody  of  this  child. 
The  matter  has  been  adjudged,  and  this  proceeding,  rendered 
necessary  by  the  improper  conduct  of  the  respondent,  in 
abducting  the  child,  is  only  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing 
that  adjudication  against  the  respondent.  The  purpose  of 
this  proceeding  is  not  to  appoint  a  guardian,  but  to  enforce 
a  right  in  the  petitioner  already  established  by  the  judg- 
ment of  a  competent  Court.  If,  in  the  course  of  the  litiga- 
tion, any  question  arises,  involving  the  domestic  relations,  it 
must  be  determined  for  the  purpose  of  this  adjudication,  as 
it  would  be  in  any  other  action,  suit  or  proceeding. 

If  A,  a  citizen  of  California,  suds  B,  a  citizen  of  Oregon, 
in  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for  this  district,  to  re- 
cover possession  of  real  property  in  this  State,  as  he  doubt- 
22 
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less  may,  in  the  progress  of  the  proceeding,  it  may  be  neces- 
sary to  determine  questions  of  marriage,  legitimacy,  guar- 
dianship, or  any  other  question  involving  what  is  called  the 
domestic  relations  of  the  parties  or  those  under  whom  they 
claim.  But  no  lawyer  would  pretend  for  a  moment,  Jhat 
the  Court  ought  not  to  take  jurisdiction  of  the  action  on  that 
account. 

The  premises  considered,  it  is  adjudged  that  the  petitioner 
is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  the  infant  child,  according  to 
the  force  and  effect  of  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  the  Sev- 
enth Judicial  District  of  California  for  the  county  of  Sonoma, 
and  the  marshal  is  ordered  to  deliver  it  to  her  to  keep  ac- 
cordingly. 

Lansing  Stout,  for  the  petitioner, 

J.  H.  Mifchel  and  William  R.  Willis,  for  respondent. 
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DAVID  DICK,  (surviving  partner  of  James  Vantine)  v.  CHEIS- 
TINA  E.  HAMILTON,  ALEXANDER  HAMILTON  AND 
THOMAS  HAMILTON. 

In  equity,  the  general  rule  is  that  the  separate  answer  of  one  defendant  is 
not  evidence  to  support  the  complainant's  cause  as  against  a  co-defendant; 
and  the  exceptions  to  this  rule  appear  to  be  limited  to  cases  where  the 
defendants  stand  in  such  relation  to  one  another  as  to  render  their  admis- 
sions out  of  Court  evidence  against  each  other. 

Where  the  wife  pTirchased  real  property  with  money  received  from  the  sale 
of  her  property,  but  which  had  become  the  husband's  by  virtue  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  took  a  conveyance  to  herself:  Held,  that  although  this  was  in 
effect  a  voluntary  conveyance  from  the  husband  to  the  wife,  it  was  valid, 
if  the  husband  was  solvent  at  the  time,  and  it  was  not  made  with  intent  to 
defraud  subsequent  creditors. 

It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  a  creditor  of  the  husband's,  trusted  him  upon 
the  faith  of  property,  which,  although  occupied  by  him  in  conjunction 
with  his  wife,  appeared  from  the  registry  of  deeds  to  have  been  at  thg  time 
the  property  of  the  wife. 
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A  subsequent  creditor  has  no  claim  on  the  property  of  the  wife  for  money 
expended  thereon,  unless  it  appear  that  it  was  so  expended  with  intent  to 
defraud  such  creditor. 

A  conveyance  of  real  property  to  the  wife  by  a  third  person  in  consideration 
of  a  release  of  a  right  of  dower  by  the  former  in  certain  other  property,  is 
a  conveyance  upon  a  consideration  moving  from  the  wife,  and  valid  as 
against  the  existing  or  subsequent  creditors  of  the  husband. 

Where  an  insolvent  husband  lived  with  his  family  in  the  house  of  his  wife, 
and  during  the  time  made  repairs  thereon,  so  as  to  keep  it  habitable :  Held, 
that  the  property  was  not  liable  to  the  creditors  of  the  husband  for  the 
value  of  such  repairs. 

At  common  law  a  married  woman  is  incapable  of  contracting  a  personal  obli- 
gation, and  therefore  a  conveyance  of  real  property  to  one  in  consideration 
of  her  promissory  note  for  the  purchase  money,  is  in  effect  a  gift  to  her. 

Where  real  property  is  conveyed  to  the  wife,  to  hold  the  same  free  from  the 
control  of  her  husband  and  for  her  own  separate  use,  it  becomes,  by  force 
of  the  terms  of  the  conveyance,  her  separate  property,  and  the  husband  as 
such  has  no  right  in  or  to  it. 

A  conveyance  to  the  wife,  the  husband  being  insolvent,  in  consideration  of  a 
promissory  note  signed  by  the  husband  and  wife  and  secured  by  a  mort- 
gage on  the  separate  property  of  the  latter,  ought,  unless  the  contrary 
is  shown,  to  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  upon  the  faith  of  such  se- 
curity. 

This  was  a  suit  by  a  creditor  of  Alexander  Hamilton  and- 
Thonaas,  his  son,  to  subject  certain  real  property  situate  in 
the  city  of  Portland,  and  held  by  the  wife  of  said  Alexander 
to  the  payment  of  his  debts  upon  the  ground  that  it  had 
been  acquired  with  his  means  and  credit,  and  the  convey- 
ance taken  to  the  wife  with  intent  to  defraud  creditors.  The 
defendant,  Christina  Hamilton,  answered  the  biU,  but  said 
Alexander  and  Thomas  did  not,  and  as  against  them  the  bill 
was  taken  for  confessed. 

The  Court  found  the  material  facts  of  the  case  to  be  as 
follows : 

I.  That  the  defendants,  Alexander  Hamilton  and  Chris- 
tina Hamilton,  were  intermarried  in  the  year  1853,  at  Port- 
land, Oregon,  and  that  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife  has 
ever  since  subsisted  between  them. 

II.  That  prior  to  the  marriage  of  the  defendants  as 
aforesaid,  Christina  Hamilton  inherited  from  her  mother,  a 
piece  or  parcel  of  real  property  situated  in  the  State  of 
Missouri,  and  that  in  July,  1857,  she  sold  and  conveyed  the 
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same  to  lier  brotlier,  Asa  Chandler,  for  the  sum  of  one 
thousand  dollars;  and  that  she  received  from  her  said 
brother  at  the  said  time,  the  additional  sum  of  two  hundred 
dollars,  in  payment  for  the  prior  use  and  occupation,  by 
said  Chandler,  of  said  real  property. 

III.  That  on  February  13,  1858,  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  five  hundred  dollars,  paid  by  Christina  Hamilton, 
to  Daniel  H.  Lownsdale,  the  latter  conveyed  to  the  former, 
the  real  property  described  in  the  complaint  as  block  250, 
to  have  and  to  hold  the  same  to  her  and  the  heirs  of  her- 
self by  the  defendant,  Alexander  Hamilton,  forever. 

IV.  That  the  defendant,  Christina  Hamilton,  since  her 
marriage  aforesaid,  has  not  received  from  any  source  or 
person,  other  than  her  husband,  any  money  or  property,  ex- 
cept the  sum  of  $1,200  as  aforesaid. 

V.  That  during  the  spring  of  1858,  Alexander  Hamilton 
purchased  the  real  property  described  in  the  pleadings  as 
blocks  251  and  252,  and  lots  3,  4,  5,  and  6,  in  block  253, 
and  that  of  the  money  expended  in  making  such  purchase 
he  obtained  $700  of  his  wife — the  same  being  a  part  of  the 
$1,200  paid  her  by  her  brother;  and  that  during  the  sum- 
mer of  the  same  year,  Alexander  Hamilton  had  these  blocks 
cleared,  and  a  dwelling  house  built  upon  the  lots  in  block 
253,  at  a  cost  of  about  $1,900. 

VI.  That  in  the  spring  of  1858,  Alexander  Hamilton  was 
solvent,  and  so  continued  until  the  spring,  of  1859,  when 
from  causes  not  foreseen  or  contemplated  by  him,  he  be- 
came insolvent  and  still  remains  so.1 

VII.  That  on  January  14,  1862,  blocks  251  and  252, 
and  lots  3,  4,  5  and  6  aforesaid,  were  sold  on  execution  to 
satisfy  a  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  Multnomah  county, 
foreclosing  a  mortgage  thereon,  executed  by  Alexander 
Hamilton  to  one  William  A.  Abbott;  and  that  said  Abbott 
was  the  purchaser  at  such  sale,  and  afterwards  conveyed 
said  property  to  Thomas  Eobertson. 

Vin.  That  Christina  Hamilton  was  not  a  party  to  the 
mortgage  aforesaid,  and,  notwithstanding  the  sale  and  fore- 
closure aforesaid,  had  a  contingent  right  to  dower  in  the 
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property  conveyed  to  Robertson  as  aforesaid;  and  tliat 
afterwards,  on  August  9,  1864,  in  consideration  of  the 
release  of  such  right  of  dower,  in  said  blocks  251  and  252, 
by  Christina  Hamilton  to  Robertson,  the  latter  and  wife 
conveyed  to  the  former,  and  to  her  heirs  of  her  body  by 
her  then  husband,  lot  4  aforesaid,  to  have  and  to  hold  to 
her  said  heirs  aforesaid,  to  her  and  their  own  separate  use, 
benefit  and  behoof  forever,  free  from  all  control  of  her 
husband. 

IX.  That  on  the  day  of  August  aforesaid,  Robertson  and 
wife,  for  the  consideration  of  $700  paid  by  Moses  H.  Young, 
conveyed  to  said  Young  lots  3,  5  and  6  aforesaid;  and  this 
purchase  and  conveyance  was  made  and  received  by  said 
Young  at  the  request  of  Christina  Hamilton  and  upon  the 
agreement  between  said  Chi;istina  and  Young,  that  the 
latter  would  sell  and  convey  to  the  former  said  lots  for  a 
like  consideration— to  which  effect  said  Young  executed  his 
bond  to  said  Christina. 

X.  That  on  September  5,  1865,  said  Young  and  wife,  in 
consideration  of  the  promissory  note  of  Christina  Hamilton 
for  the  sum  of  $700,  conveyed  said  lots  3,  5  and  6,  to  said 
Christina  and  her  heirs  of  her  body  by  her  then  husband, 
to  have  and  to  hold  to  her  said  heirs  aforesaid,  to  her  and 
their  own  separate  use,  benefit  and  behoof  forever,  ^ree 
from  all  control  of  her  husband. 

XI.  That  the  dwelling  house  aforesa,id,  is  located  in  the 
greater  part  upon  lot  4  of  said  lots,  and  has  been  occupied 
since  its  erection  continuously  by  the  defendant,  Alexander 
Hamilton  and  his  family,  as  a  dwelling  place. 

Xn.  That  the  property  aforesaid  was  a  part  of  the  dona- 
tion claim  of  Nancy  Lownsdale,  deceased,  the  wife  of 
Daniel  H.  Lownsdale  aforesaid,  and  that  in  a  suit  by  certain 
of  the  heirs  of  said  Nancy,  against  Christina  and  Alexander 
Hamilton  and  others,  for  partition  of  said  claim,  the  Cir- 
cuit Court  for  the  county  of  Multnomah,  on  August  12, 
1865,  among  other  things,  adjudged  and  decreed  that  said 
heirs,  for  and  on  account  of  the  inequality  in  quantity  and 
value  of  the  partition  then  made  of  the  lands  of  their  ances- 
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tress,  should  have  and  hold  a  lien  upon  block  250  for  the 
sum  of  $1,423.91,  and  $103.37,  costs  and  expenses  of  the 
suit,  and  upon  lots  3,  4,  5  and  6  aforesaid,  for  the  sum  of 
$911.96. 

XIII.  That  on  September  16,  1865,  Christina  Hamilton 
borrowed  $700  to  pay  the  note  aforesaid,  given  by  her  to 
Moses  Young,  and  that  with  the  money  so  borrowed  she  paid 
$550  on  said  note  to  Young,  and  that  the  remainder  thereof 
is  still  unpaid;  and  that  the  $700  aforesaid  was  borrowed  of 
James  Catlin  upon  a  promissory  note  signed  by  said  Christ- 
ina andj  Alexander  Hamilton,  and  secured  by  a  mortgage 
executed  by  each  of  them  upon  lots  3,  4,  5  and  6  in  block 
250  aforesaid,  which  note  and  mortgage  still  remain  unpaid 
and  in  force. 

XIV.  That  on  February  16,  1866,  Christina  Hamilton 
borrowed  of  Frances  Young,  wife  of  Moses  Young  aforesaid, 
a  sum  sufficient  to  satisfy  and  discharge  the  lien  aforesaid 
upon  block  250,  in  favor  of  the  heirs  of  the  said  Nancy 
Lownsdale;  and  that  said  sum  was  borrowed  upon  a  promis- 
sory note,  signed  by  said  Christina  and  Alexander  Hamil- 
ton, and  secured  by  a  mortgage  executed  by  each  of  them 
upon  block  250  aforesaid;  and  that  said  note  and  mortgage 
still  remain  unpaid  and  in  force,  except  as  to  the  sum  of 
$109,  which  has  been  paid  by  Christina  Hamilton;  and 
that  with  the  money  so  borrowed,  said  lien  was  then  satisfied 
and  discharged;  and  that  the  lien  aforesaid,  in  favor  of  the 
heirs  aforesaid,  upon  the  said  lots  3,  4,  5  and  6,  still  remains 
wholly  unsatisfied  and  in  force. 

XV.  That  during  the  years  1858,  1859,  1860  and  1862, 
Alexander  Hamilton  expended  in  improvement  upon  block 
250  the  sum  of  |600,  about  $400  of  which  sum  was  expended 
prior  to  and  during  the  spring  of  1859;  and  that  during  the 
summer  and  fall  of  1864,  and  after  the  conveyance  thereof 
to  Christina  Hamilton,  said  Alexander  expended  upon  lots 
3,  4,  5  and  6  the  sum  of  $277,  as  foUows:  $247  upon  the 
dwelling-house  aforesaid,  situate  thereon,  and  ia  fencing  the 
same,  $30. 

XVI.  That  since  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  J.  M. 
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Starr,  in  pursuance  of  a  judgment  of  this  Court,  given  in  an 
action  therefor  against  Alexander  Hamilton,  has  recovered 
the  possession  of  block  250  aforesaid,  for  the  life  of  the  said 
Alexander  Hamilton. 

XVII.  That  the  complainant  and  James  Vantine,  on  and 
before  January  9,  1867,  were  doing  business  in  San  Fran- 
cisco, California,  xmder  the  firm  name  of  James  Vantine  & 
Co. ;  and  that  said  firm  on  said  day  of  January  recovered 
judgment  in  this  Court  against  the  defendants,  Alexander 
and  Thomas  Hamilton,  for  the  sum  of  $2,306.44,  and  $63.52 
costs  and  disbursements;  and  that  on  February  2,  1867, 
execution  issued  out  of  this  Court  to  enforce  said  judgment, 
which  execution  was  duly  returned  wholly  unsatisfied;  and 
that  said  judgment  was  given  as  aforesaid,  in  an  action  upon 
an  account  for  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  purchased  of 
said  James  Vantine  &  Co.  by  said  Alexander  and  Thomas 
Hamilton,  between  September  4,  1863,  and  May  27,  1864; 
and  that  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit  said  James 
Vantine  was  deceased,  and  the  complainant,  David  Dick, 
was  thereafter  and  now  is  the  sole  surviving  partner  of  the 
firm  aforesaid. 

Deadt,  J.  The  defendants,  Alexander  and  Thomas  Ham- 
ilton, have  not  answered,  and  as  against  them  the  complaint 
is  taken  for  confessed.  Counsel  for  the  complainant  main- 
taiued  that  the  default  of  these  defendants,  and  the  conse- 
quent admission  by  them  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint, is  to  be  taken  as  evidence  against  their  co-defendant, 
Christina  Hamilton. 

But,  in  my  judgment,  the  rule  of  law  is  otherwise;  and 
consequently,  in  arriving  at  the  foregoing  conclusions  of 
fact,  as  between  the  complainant  and  Christina  Hamilton, 
I  have  disregarded  the  default  of  these  defendants. 

The  admission  of  these  defendants,  arising  from  their 
failure  to  answer,  cannot  in  any  view  of  the  question  have  a 
more  favorable  effect  for  the  complainant  than  if  such  de- 
fendants had  answered  and  affirmatively  admitted  the  truth 
of  the  complaint.    The  general  rule  seems  well  established, 
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that  the  separate  answer  of  one  defendant  is  not  evidence 
to  sustain  the  complainant's  case  against  a  co-defendant. 
The  exceptions  to  this  rule  are  not  uniformly  defined  in  the 
authorities.  But  the  current  of  them  appears  to  Hmit  the 
exceptions  to  cases  where  defendants  stand  in  such  a  relation 
to  each  other  that  the  admission  of  each,  if  not  under  oath, 
would  be  evidence  against  the  others,  as  in  the  case  of  sev- 
eral defendants  standing  in  the  relation  of  copartners,  or  as 
having  a  joint  interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  litigation. 
(GhrisUe  v.  Bishop  ef  al.,  4  Barb.  Ch.  105;  Leeds  v.  Marine- 
Insurance  Co.,  2  Whea.  380 ;  Chapman  v.  Coleman,  11  Pick. 
331,  1  Green.  Ev.  §  178.)  It  seems,  also,  that  the  excep- 
tions include  the  case  where  one  defendant  succeeds  to  the 
rights  of  another,  or  claims  through  another,  pending  the 
litigation.  (Osborn  v.  Bank  of  the  United  States,  9  Whea. 
738;  C.  Bowen  and  Hill's  notes,  648,  650.) 

This  case  does  not  come  within  any  of  these  exceptions. 
Even  admitting  then  (which  is  not  clear)  that  the  silence  of 
these  defendants  is  equivalent,  as  to  their  co-defendant,  to 
an  answer  affirmatively  admitting  the  truth  of  the  facts 
stated  in  the  complaint,  still  such  admission  is  not  evidence 
against  Christina  Hamilton. 

The  complainant  alleges  in  his  complaint  that  the  various 
conveyances  by  which  Christina  Hamilton  was  invested  with 
the  legal  title  to  block  250  and  lots  3,  4,  5  and  6  in  block 
258,  were  in  fact  procured  by  the  husband  and  upon  his 
money  and  credit,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  credi- 
tors. The  answer  of  Christina  Hamilton  denies  these  alle- 
gations of  the  complaint. 

The  legal  effect  of  the  transactions  in  question  and  the 
intent  with  which  they  were  procured  and  done  must  be  con- 
trolled and  determined  by  the  law  arising  upon  the  facts 
found. 

The  $1,200  which  the  wife  received  from  the  sale  and  use 
of  her  land  in  Missouri,  by  operation  of  law,  became  the 
property  of  the  husband,  as  soon  as  she  received  it.  The 
provision  in  the  State  Constitution  (Art.  XV,  g  5)  concern- 
ing the  property  of  married  women,  does  not  apply,  as  the 
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CoBstitution  did  not  go  into  force  until  February  14,  1859, 
nearly  two  years  after  the  receipt  of  the  money  by  the  wife. 
This  being  the  case,  the  purchase  by  the  wife  of  block  250 
with  1500  of  that  money,  was  in  contemplation  of  law  a 
purchase  by  the  husband  for  her  benefit.  The  circum- 
stances under  which  this  money  was  obtained  by  the  hus- 
band may  disclose  an  adequate  and  proper  motiye  for  the 
conveyance  to  the  wife,  but  they  fail  to  show  that  the  con- 
sideration in  point  of  law  moved  from  her.  It  is  a  post 
nuptial  settlement — the  consideration  moving  from  the  hus- 
band and  the  conveyance  being  made  to  the  wife,  and,  as  to 
the  creditors  of  the  former,  is  to  be  considered  as  a  volun- 
tary conveyance  from  the  husband  to  the  wife.  (Sexton  v. 
Wheaton,  et  ux,  8  Whea.  241.)  As  between  the  latter,  there 
are  no  circumstances  shown  upon  which  the  law  would  im- 
ply that  the  wife  took  the  legal  estate  in  trust  for  the  hus- 
band. Upon  the  facts  proved,  the  conveyance  must  be 
considered  as  an  absolute  gift  from  the  latter  to  the  former. 
The  husband  being  free  from  debt  at  the  date  of  the  con- 
veyance, it  must  be  sustained,  unless  made  with  intent  to 
defraud  subsequent  creditors,  like  the  complaiaant.  (2 
Kent's  Com.  173 ;  Reade  v.  Levingston,  3  John.  Ch.  481.) 

The  statute  of  frauds  of  this  State  in  favor  of  creditors 
(Or.  Code,  656),  is  substantially  a  copy  of  the  statute  13, 
Eliz.  chap.  5.  The  English  and  American  decisions  made 
upon  this  statute,  all  hold  that  a  voluntary  conveyance  to  a 
wife  or  child  by  a  husband  or  father,  not  indebted  at  the 
time,  'is  valid  as  against  subsequent  creditors,  unless  it 
affirmatively  appears  that  it  was  made  with  intent  to  defraud 
and  deceive  them. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  facts  of  this  case  to  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  this  conveyance  was  made  with  intent  to  de- 
ceive and  defraud  subsequent  creditors,  unless  it  be  that 
the  grantor  subsequently  became  insolvent.  In  some  of  the 
English  cases  it  has  been  held  that  subsequent  insolvency 
of  the  grantor  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that 
the  conveyance  was  made  with  a  view  to  such  insolvency, 
and  therefore  with  intent  to  defraud  and  deceive.     But  in 
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these  cases  the  insolvency  occurred  soon  after  the  execution 
of  the  deed — it  appeared  to  have  b^en  contemplated  by  the 
grantor  at  the  time,  and  it  is  to  be  supposed,  as  was  the  cus- 
tom then  in  England,  that  the  conveyance  was  secret — not 
put  upon  record — and  that  therefore  the  subsequent  credi- 
tors acting  upon  the  unchanged  and  visible  possession  of 
the  grantor,  were  misled  and  deceived  into  crediting  him 
upon  false  appearances. 

In  this  case  it  is  shown  that  the  grantor  did  not  contem- 
plate insolvency  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  to  the  wife, 
and  that  he  did  not  even  contemplate  engaging  in  the  mer- 
cantile partnership  which  caused  his  insolvency  for  nearly  a 
year  afterwards.  A  fair  and  reasonable  motive  is  shown  for 
the  conveyance — the  investment  by  the  husband  of  a  part 
of  the  money  which  he  had  received  from  his  wife,  for  her 
benefit. 

In  addition,  the  conveyance  was  put  upon  record  withia 
six  days  after  its  execution.  This  is  an  important  fact,  and 
in  my  judgment  sufficient  in  itself  to  show  that  the  same 
was  not  made  to  defraud  and  deceive  subsequent  creditors. 
In  Sexton  v.  Wheaton  {supra,  251)  the  Supreme  Court,  in 
contrasting  thfe  circumstances  of  that  case  with  those  of 
Stephens  v.  Olive  (2  Bro.  Ch.  E.  90),  say — "The  reasons 
why  they"  (these  circumstances)  "should  not  be  consid- 
ered in  this  case  as  indicating  fraud,  were  stronger  than  in 
England.  In  this  District"  (of  Columbia),  "every  deed 
must  be  recorded  in  a  place  prescribed  by  law.  All  titles 
of  land  are  placed  upon  the  record.  The  person  who  trusts 
another  upon  the  faith  of  his  real  property,  knows  where 
he  may  apply  to  ascertain  the  nature  of  the  title  held  by 
the  person  to  whom  he  is  about  to  give  credit.  In  this  case, 
the  title  never  was  in  Jos.  "Wheaton.  His  creditors,  there- 
fore, never  had  a  right  to  trust  him  on  the  faith  of  this 
house  and  lot." 

So  in  the  case  under  consideration.  The  title  to  block 
250  was  never  in  the  husband,  and  prior  to  the  conveyance 
of  it  to  the  wife,  the  husband  was  never  in  the  possession  or 
control  of  it.     Since  February  19,  1858,  the  records  of  the 


DECEMBER,  1867.  331 


Da-vid  Dick  v.  Christina  E.  Hamilton. 


county  tave  shown  that  the  title  was  in  the .  wife.  Under 
these  circumstances  it  would  be  preposterous  to  presume 
that  Yantine  &  Co.  trusted  the  husband  in  1863-4  upon  the 
faith  of  this  property,  and  there  is  as  Little  reason  for  con- 
cluding that  the  husband  procured  the  conveyance  to  be 
made  and  put  upon  record  with  the  intent  to  defraud  or  de- 
ceive his  subsequent  creditors.  If  the  husband  had  gone 
into  the  possession  of  the  property,  and  kept  the  conveyance 
to  his  wife  a  secret,  there  might  be  good  reason,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  explanatory  circumstances,  for  regarding  the  trans- 
action as  a  fraudulent  contrivance,  intended  to  give  him  a 
fictitious  credit  with  the  world.  But  as  it  is,  the  means 
employed  were  inadequate  to  such  an  end,  and  it  ought  not 
to  be  presumed  that  they  were  intended  to  accomplish  it. 

In  Sexton  Y.  Wheaton,  already  quoted,  the  Court,  in  speak- 
ing of  a  voluntary  conveyance,  says:  "A  man  who  makes 
such  a  conveyance,  necessarily  impairs  his  credit  and,  if 
openly  done,  warns  those  with  whom  he  deals  not  to  trust  him 
too  far;  but  this  is  not  fraud." 

That  case  and  this  are  very  similar  in  all  their  important 
particulars.  In  some  respects  the  objections  to  the  validity 
of  the  conveyance  were  stronger  than  in  this  case.  The 
Court  decided  that  the  conveyance  to  the  wife  was  not 
fraudulent  as  to  subsequent  creditors.  The  opinion  of  the 
Court  was  delivered  by  Marshall,  Ch,  J.,  and  in  the  course 
of  it,  he  examines  and  construes  all  the  leading  English 
cases  on  the  subject.  It  will  be  found  to  sustain  the  valid- 
ity of  this  conveyance  upon  every  point  on  which  it  is  ques- 
tioned. 

The  complainant  also  seeks  to  charge  this  block  250,  with 
the  value  of  the  improvements  made  upon  it  by  the  hus- 
band. The  amount  expended  by  the  husband  upon  the 
property  is  1600.  Two  thirds  of  this  sum  was  expended  be- 
fore the  husband  became  insolvent,  and  all  of  it  before  he 
became  indebted  to  Vantine  &  Co. 

Whatever  might  be  right  of  a  creditor,  who  was  such  at 
the  time  the  improvements  were  made,  subsequent  creditors 
can  have  no  claim  on  the  property  on  that  account,  unless 
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it  appears  that  this  money  was  thus  bestowed  upon  the  wife, 
with  intent  to  defraud  and  deceive  such  creditors.  For  the 
reasons  already  given  when  considering  the  validity  of  the 
conveyance  of  this  property,  there  can  be  no  presumption 
that  this  money  was  bestowed  upon  the  wife  with  any  such 
intention  or  end  in  view.  It  was  done  openly.  The  money 
was  expended  for  improvements  upon  property,  the  title  to 
which  was  on  record  as  that  of  the  wife's.  There  is  as  little 
reason  for  supposing  or  presuming  that  Vantine  &  Co. 
trusted  the  husband  upon  the  faith  of  these  improvements 
on  block  250,  as  that  they  trusted  him  upon  the  faith  of  the 
property  itself. 

At  the  date  of  the  conveyance  of  block  250  to  the  wife, 
the  effect  of  marriage  upon  the  property  of  the  wife  was 
regulated  and  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law. 
The  conveyance  by  its  terms  does  not  exclude  the  property 
from  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband.  The  husband  then 
took  an  estate  for  his  life  in  the  premises.* 

The  improvements  placed  upon  the  property  were  only 
temporary  in  their  character,  and  primarily  calculated  to 
promote  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  premises  by  the  tenant 
for  life.  The  ownership  and  possession  of  this  life  estate 
of  the  husband's,  together  with  the  use  and  enjoyment  of 
these  improvements,  have,  by  virtue  of  a  judgment  of  this 
Court,  already  passed  to  a  prior  creditor  of  the  husband's. 
The  only  interest  of  the  wife  in  block  250,  is  the  estate  in 
remainder,  after  the  determination  of  the  particular  estate 
for  the  life  of  the  husband.  In  my  judgment,  this  estate  of 
the  wife's,  ought  not,  nor  cannot,  be  charged  with  the  value 
of  these  temporary  improvements,  even  in  favor  of  creditors 
whose  debts  existed  at  the  time  they  were  made.  But,  how- 
ever this  may  be,  their  value,  as  an  incident  of  the  husband's 
life  estate  in  the  land,  has  already  been  appropriated  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  and  is  therefore  beyond  the  reach  of 
the  present  creditor.  This  disposes  of  the  case  of  complaia- 
ant,  so  far  as  block  250  is  concerned,    except  as  to  the 

*Starr  v.  Hamilton  et  al.,  ante,  268. 
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interest  therein,  purchased  from  the  Lownsdale  heirs,  which 
will  hereafter  be  considered. 

As  to  the  lots  in  block  253,  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
are  different.  At  the  date  of  the  conveyance  of  these  to  the 
wife,  the  husband  was  actually  and  notoriously  insolvent, 
and  Vantine  &  Co.  were  among  his  existing  creditors. 
Although,  notwithstanding  these  circumstances,  these  con- 
veyances may  be  valid,  yet  they  are  sufficient  to  excite 
suspicions  of  fraudulent  contrivances,  which  will  induce  a 
Court  to  scrutinize  the  motives  and  conduct  of  the  parties 
closely  and  with  more  or  less  distrust. 

The  purchase  and  conveyance  of  lot  4  will  be  first  con- 
sidered. 

This  was  not  a  conveyance  from  the  husband  to  the  wife, 
either  directly  or  by  procurement  of  the  former.  It  was  a 
purchase  in  point  of  fact  by  the  wife.  At  common  law  a 
wife  could  purchase  an  estate  in  fee,  even  without  her  hus- 
band's consent  (2  Kent's  Com.  150);,  and  her  power  in  this 
respect  is  not  qualified  by  any  statute  of  this  State.  The 
consideration  for  the  conveyance  moved  directly  from  the 
wife,  and  the  purchase  in  no  way  diminished  the  hus- 
band's resources  or  hindered  or  delayed  his  creditors  in  the 
recovery  of  their  debts.  The  consideration  was  the  release 
by  the  wife  of  her  contingent  interest — potential  right  to 
dower — in  blocks  251  and  252,  before  then  sold  on  execu- 
tion against  the  husband.  True,  the  husband  joined  in  the 
instrument  releasing  this 'interest  in  these  blocks,  but  that 
was  rendered  necessary  by  our  statute. 

I  have  examined  this  question  with  care,  and  >am  now 
satisfied,  that  the  expressions  upon  this  subject  in  the 
opinion  in  Starr  v.  Hamilton  et  al.  (ante,  268^,  decided  in  this 
Court  are  erroneous.  For  the  purpose  of  that  case,  the 
conclusion  then  reached — that  the  husband  had  no  interest 
in  the  property — was  correct;  but  the  remark  that  the 
property  was  a  gift  from  the  husband,  because  the  release 
of  dower  was  a  consideration  moving  from  him,  was  un- 
doubtedly a  mistake.  On  the  contrary,  I  am  now  satisfied 
that  it  must  be  held  to  be  a  valuable  consideration  moving 
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directly  from  the  wife.  It  was  sufficient  in  law  to  support 
a  conveyance  of  property  equivalent  in  value,  directly  from 
the  husband  to  the  wife,  even  against  existing  creditors  of 
the  former.  For  still  stronger  reasons  it  is  sufficient  con- 
sideration to  support  a  conveyance  to  the  wife  from  a 
stranger.  {Bullard  v.  Briggs,  7  Pick.  533 ;  Pierce  v.!  Thomp- 
son, 17  Pick.  394;  Needham  v.  Sanger,  Id.  509;  Cord's  Mar. 
"Worn.  §  31,  et  seq.;  3  Kent's  Com.  147.) 

According  to  the  facts  found  this  release  of  dower  was  the 
only  consideration  for  the  conveyance,  and  the  evidence  in 
the  case  does  not  furnish  a  particle  of  proof  to  the  contrary. 
This  right  was  in  no  way  subject  to  the  control  of  the  hus- 
band, or  liable  for  his  debts. 

Bullard  v.  Briggs  (supra),  was  a  case  of  conveyance  by 
the  husband  to  the  wife,  in  consideration  of  the  latter's 
release  of  right  to  dower.  The  conveyance  was  attempted 
to  be  impeached  by  existing  creditors.  The  Court  sus- 
tained the  conveyance,  and  in  conclusion  said — "We  are 
quite  satisfied  with  this  principle  of  law,  and  are  glad  to 
find  that  it  rests  on  authority  as  well  as  reason;  for  under 
the  restrictions  mentioned,  creditors  cannot  be  injured;  the 
husband's  estate,  to  which  they  may  look,  not  having  been 
impaired  substantially  by  such  arrangements.  Whenever 
it  shall  appear,  that  such  settlements  are  but  pretexts  to 
secure  a  beneficial  property  to  the  husband,  or  wife  or 
children,  the  law  will  lay  bare  the  transaction  and  defeat 
the  contrivance,  however  ingeniously  it  may  have  been  de- 
vised." 

But  this  transaction,  being  a  conveyance  from  a  stranger 
to  the  wife  for  a  valuable  consideration,  moving  from  the 
wife,  in  which  the  husband  had  no  interest  or  right,  there 
can  be  no  possible  ground  for  presuming  or  suspecting  that 
it  was  a  mere  pretext  or  contrivance  to  secure  a  beneficial 
property  to  the  husband  or  any  one  else,  to  the  prejudice 
or  hindrance  of  his  creditors.  In  truth,  as  has  been  al- 
ready remarked,  the  purchase  in  no  way  diminished  the 
husband's  estate  or  hindered  or  delayed  his  creditors  in  the 
recovery  of  their  debts,   and  therefore  it  could  not  have  ■ 
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been  made  witli  any  such  intention.  The  husband  had  no 
interest  in  the  property  conveyed  or  the  consideration  given 
for  it,  and  his  creditors  might  as  well  seek  to  subject  the 
dower  of  the  wife  to  the  payment  of  his  debts  as  lot  4.  In- 
deed, a  gift  of  this  lot  from  the  grantors — Eobertson  and 
wife — to  Christina  Hamilton,  might  as  well  be  considered  a 
contrivance  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  Alexander  Hamilton, 
as  the  conveyance  in  question.  * 

The  expenditure  made  by  the  husband  in  repairing  the 
dwelling  house  on  this  lot,  and  in  fencing  it  in  conjunction 
with  3,  5  and  6,  will  now  be  considered. 

The  complainant  maintains  that  this  expenditure  was  in 
fact  a  gift  to  the  wife  by  the  husband,  with  intent  to  defraud 
existing  creditors.  The  matter  transpired  in  1864,  and  as 
the  husband  was  then  insolvent  and  indebted  to  Vantine  & 
Co.,  the  law  presumes  that  a  gift  to  the  wife  is  fraudulent 
as  against  such  creditors. 

An  insolvent  husband  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  put 
his  property  beyond  the  reach  of  his  creditors,  by  investing 
it  in  improvements  upon  his  wife's  estate.  But  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  husband  to  maintain  his  family.  When  an  in- 
solvent husband  lives  with  his  family  on  the  property  of  the 
wife,  it  seems  just  and  reasonable  that  he  should  be  allowed, 
notwithstanding  his  creditors,  to  keep  the  same  habitable 
and  in  repair.  Within  reasonable  limits,  thfs  ought  to  be 
regarded  as  a  necessary  and  proper  means  of  performing  his 
obligations  to  support  his  wife  and  family.  (15  B.  Monroe, 
82.) 

I  admit  that  there  is  both  temptation  and  opportunity 
here  to  practice  fraud  upon  creditors,  and  that  whenever  it 
appears,  or  there  is  reasonable  ground  for  presuming  that 
expenditures  have  been  made  by  the  husband  upon  the  wife's 
estate,  beyond  what  is  absolutely  necessary  and  proper  for 
the  shelter  and  maintenance  of  the  family,  that  the  expendi- 
ture ought  to  be  considered  a  gift  to  the  wife  in  fraud  of  the 
rights  of  creditors.  What  will  amount  to  such  a  gift  and 
what  wiU  not,  is  difficult  to  determine  beforehand.  Each 
case  must  rest  upon  its  peculiar  circumstances.     Under  the 
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most  rigid  rule,  I  do  not  think  that  this  expenditure  can  be 
regarded  in  the  light  of  a  gift  to  the  wife.  Between  the 
time  of  the  purchase  of  this  property  by  the  wife  and  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  more  than  two  years  had  elapsed, 
during  which  time  the  husband  and  family  liyed  in  the 
house.  The  husband  had  no  other  house  to  shelter  his 
family  in.  If  he  had  rented  one,  however  humble,  the  ex- 
pense would  Kave  exceeded  in  amount  this  expenditure. 
Yet  he  could  have  paid  such  rent  from  his  earnings  or  from 
any  means  within  his  control,  and  when  paid,  the  money 
would  have  been  beyond  the  reach  of  his  creditors. 

During  these  two  years  the  house  was  plastered  at  a  cost 
of  1220.  Two  hundred  dollars  of  this  amount  was  a  stale 
debt  due  the  husband  from  a  third  person,  and  $20  was  paid 
in  cash  by  the  wife.  This,  I  suppose,  was  her  personal 
earnings — the  testimony  says  that  it  was  paid  by  her — but, 
of  course,  in  law,  it  was  the  money  of  the  husband.  Twenty- 
seven  dollars  was  expended  in  raising  the  house  and  putting 
blocks  under  it.  The  house  was  built  by  the  husband  in 
1858,  when  the  property  was  his,  and  appears  to  have  been 
in  an  unfinished  condition.  These  repairs  and  additions 
seem  to  have  been  necessary  to  make  it  tenantable  and  pre- 
serve it  from  decay.  Thirty  dollars  was  expended  for  ma- 
terial for  fencing,  and  the  fence  was  buUt  by  the  husband. 
A  creditor  cannot  compel  his  debtor  to  labor,  although  in 
certain  cases  he  may  reach  the  wages  of  the  latter;  but  when 
no  wages  are  earned — as  where  the  labor  is  given  gratui- 
tously— the  debtor  acquires  nothing  and  cannot  be  said  to 
dispose  of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors. ' 
Though  an  insolvent  husband  cannot  give  property  to  his 
wife,  he  may  give  her  his  personal  services,  and  her  estate 
will  not  be  made  chargeable  to  his  creditors.  (11  Ala.  E. 
386.) 

Under  all  the  circumstances,  I  am  satisfied  that  this  ex- 
penditure should  not  be  regarded  as  a  gift  to  the  wife,  but 
as  a  legitimate  expense  incurred  by  the  husband  in  pursu- 
ance of  his  duty  and  obligation  to  support  his  wife  and 
family. 
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In  considering  the  matter  of  tliese  expenditures,  I  have  not 
included  the  item  for  painting  the  house.  The  testimony 
does  not  state  what  the  painting  cost,  but  that  it  was  done 
by  the  tenant  of  A  small  house  on  the  premises  for  rent.  As 
will  appear  hereafter,  th.is  being  the  separate  property  of  the 
wife,  the  proceeds  of  it — ^the  rents  and  profits — are  also  her 
separate  estate.  The  payment  for  this  work,  then,  whatever 
it  amoimted  to,  was  made  by  the  wife  from  her  separate 
property,  and  not  by  the  husband  in  fraud  of  his  creditors. 

The  purchase  of  lots  4,  5  and  6  in  block  253,  will  next  be 
considered. 

The  apparent  motive  for  this  transaction  will  be  best 
shown  by  a  brief  statement  of  the  particular  circumstances 
which  appear  to  have  induced  it. 

These  lots  and  lot  4,  formed  the  half  of  block  253,  origin- 
ally purchased  by  the  husband  in  1858,  in  conjunction  with 
blocks  251  and  252,  in  part,  with  the  $700  derived  from  the 
property  of  the  wife.  On  January  14, 1862,  all  the  property 
was  sold  on  execution,  to  Abbott,  to  satisfy  a  debt  of  the 
husband's.  The  dwelliag  house  on  the  half  of  block  253, 
had  been  erected  by  the  husband  before  his  failure,  and  oc- 
cupied by  the  family  as  a  home.  The  family  were  still  on 
the  premises,  when  the  property,  less  the  contingent  interest 
of  the  wife,  her  inchoate  right  to  dower,  was  sold  on  execu- 
tion to  Abbott.  In  August,  1864,  the  family  stiU  being  on 
the  premises,  and  Abbott  having  conveyed  to  Bobertson', 
the  wife  and  the  latter  commenced  negotiations  for  her  re- 
lease of  dower  on  blocks  251  and  252.  Eobertson  offered 
to  convey  lot  4  for  the  desired  release.  The  dwelling  house 
or  outbuildings  being  partly  on  some  of  the  lots  other  than 
4,  and  the  whole  constituting  as  it  were  the  family  home, 
the  wife  conceived  the  idea  of  purchasing  lots  3,  5  and  6 
also.  Being  then  unable  to  pay  for  them,  she  arranged  with 
Yoimg  to  purchase  these  lots  for  her  as  stated  in  the  finding 
of  the  facts.  This  arrangement  being  accomplished,  the 
wife  accepted  Eobertson's  offer — released  her  right  to  dower 
in  blocks  251  and  252 — and  received  a  conveyance  to  her  own 
use  of  lot  4.  At  the  same  time  Eobertson  conveyed  lots  3, 
23 
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5  and  6  to  Young  for  tlie  consideration  received  from  the 
latter  of  $700. 

The  conveyance  by  Young  and  -wife  to  Christina  Hamilton 
of  lots  3,  5  and  6  on  September  5, 1865,  to  the  exclusive  use 
of  the  latter,  was  neither  in  form  or  law  a  conveyance  from 
the  husband,  and  therefore  cannot  be  considered  as  made 
with  intent  to  defraud  or  deceive  his  creditors.  The  hus- 
band had  no  interest  in  the  property,  nor"  did  the  considera- 
tion for  the  conveyance  move  from  him  directly  or  indirectly. 
The  consideration  was  the  promissory  note  of  the  wife.  So 
far  as  this  consideration  is  concerned,  the  conveyance 
amounts  to  a  giftj  from  Young  to  the  wife,  because  the  wife 
in  law  is  incapable  of  binding  herself  personally,  and  there- 
fore this  promissory  note  was  invalid  and  without  value. 
Her  disability  during  coverture  prevails  in  this  State  as  at 
common  law.  In  the  El  Befugio  case,  recently  decided  in  the 
TJ.  S.  Circuit  Court  for  the  District  of  California,  before  Mr. 
Justice  Field,  this  subject  was  examined  at  length.  The 
conclusion  of  the  Court  in  that  case  was  that:  "Except  in 
certain  special  cases,  to  which  we  will  presently  refer,  a 
married  woman  is  incapable  of  contracting  a  personal  obli- 
gation. Her  disability  arising  from  her  coverture,  prevails  in 
all  its  force  in  this  State,  as  at  common  law.  By  no  form  of 
acknowledgment  or  mode  of  execution  can  this  disability  be 
overcome.  Her  signature  will  not  impart  validity  to  the 
contract;  nor  will  her  uniting  in  its  execution  with  her  hus- 
band render  it  more  than  his  personal  obligation." 

But  1550  of  the  note  was  paid  to  Young  on  September  16, 
1865.  The !  facts  show  that  this  was  done  by  means  of 
money  borrowed  on  the  joint  note  of  Hamilton  and  wife, 
secured  by  their  joint  mortgage  on  the  half  of  block  250. 
Of  course  this  note  to  Catlin,  so  far  as  the  vrife  is  concerned, 
is  a  nullity.  The  note  is  nothing  more  than  the  personal 
obligation  of  the  husband. 

;  The  husband  being  insolvent  at  the  time,  the  transaction 
must  be  scrutinized  closely,  so  as  to  prevent  him  from  suc- 
cessfully using  his  wife  as  an  agent  to  purchase  property 
with  his  means  or  credit,  to  hold  in  fraud  of  his  creditors. 
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,  Credit,  wliieh  is  the  life  of  a  commercial  community  can 
only  be  maintained  by  rigidly  subjecting  the  property  of 
the  debtor  to  the  payment  of  his  debts. 

It  cannot  be  supposed  that  Young  intended  to  make  a 
gift  of  this  property  to  the  wife,  and  although  he  took  an 
invalid  promise  as  a  consideration  for  the  conYeyance,  it 
must  be  presumed  that  it  was  the  intention  and  expectation 
of  the  parties  that  it  should  be  paid  notwithstanding. 

The  payment  of  $550  to  Young,  leaving  out  of  sight  the 
mortgage  for  the  present,  was  made  with  money  borrowed 
on  the  note  of  the  husband.  This  must  be  treated  as  the 
money  of  the  husband,  and  if  so,  the  consideration  of  the 
conveyance  from  Young  to  the  wife,  moved  from  the  hus- 
band. This  being  so,  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  convey- 
ance was  a  voluntary  one  from  the  husband  to  the  wife,  and 
therefore  void  as  against  the  complainant,  an  existing 
creditor. 

But  this  is  not  all.  The  purchase  money  obtained  from 
Catlin  was  not  borrowed  on  the  personal  obligation  of  the 
husband  alone.  The  note  was  secured  by  a  mortgage  on 
the  property  of  the  husband  and  wife  in  the  half  of  block 
250. 

The  wife,  in  conjunction  with  her  husband,  was  authorized 
to  execute  the  mortgage  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  note, 
considered  as  the  note  of- the  husband  alone.  As  the  hus- 
band was  then  insolvent,  and  still  remains  so,  the  presump- 
tion is  that  the  money  was  in  fact  obtained  on  the  security 
of  the  mortgage.  And,  as  it  appears  that  the  note  is  not  yet 
paid,  it  may  be  safely  assumed  that  the  property  will  be  ul- 
timately subjected  to  sale  for  its  payment. 

Now,  if  it  shall  result  that  the  wife's  property  in  the  half 
of  block  250  shall  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of  the  note 
to  Catlin,  then  the  purchase  money  paid  to  Young  would 
move  fronr  her.  This  being  so,  the  conveyance  would  not 
be  in  fraud  of  her  husband's  creditors,  and  would  be  valid. 

At  the  date  of  the  mortgage  the  husband  had  only  a  life 
estate  in  block  250,  and  it  appears  that  this  has  since  been 
taken  on  execution  and  sold  to  satisfy  other  debts  of  his. 
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If  the  lien  of  the  judgment  on  which  the  sale  took  place  is , 
older  than  the  mortgage  to  Catlin,  the  latter  would  only 
affect  the  estate  in  remainder  of  the  wife,  and  then  it  would 
be  certain  that  her  property  must  be  taken  to  satisfy  the 
note.  But  which  is  the  elder  does  not  appear.  But  it  does 
appear  that  there  are  judgments  against  the  husband,  given 
before  1861,  and  still  unsatisfied,  to  the  amount  of  $6,525, 
besides  the  accruing  interest  thereon.  There  is  no  direct 
proof  of  the  present  value  of  this  life  estate  of  the  husband's, 
but  from  all  the  circumstances  shown,  concerning  the  loca- 
tion, condition,  and  first  cost  of  the  block,  it  is  apparent 
that  it  is  nofnear  su£&cient  to  pay  the  husband's  debts,  which 
are  now  a  lien  upon  it,  and  were  so  prior  to  the  execution  of 
this  mortgage.  Upon  this  matter,  of  course,  I  speak  as  to 
probabilities,  as  the  proof  does  not  enable  me  to  speak 
with  certainty. 

Under  these  circumstances,  to  assujne  that  the  considera- 
tion for  the  conveyance  of  lots  3,  5  and  6,  came  from  the 
husband,  and  that  therefore  the  conveyance  is  fraudulent  as 
against  creditors,  might  work  great  injustice  to  the  wife,  for 
the  strong  probability  is  that  the  note  to  Catlin  will  be  paid 
out  of  her  estate  in  block  250.  Indeed  it  does  not  appear 
whether  that  estate  is  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  but  it  prob- 
ably is.  But  if  it  should  prove  insufficient  for  that  pur- 
pose, the  wife  is  not  personally  liable,  and  the  property 
which  she  pledged  by  the  mortgage  being  exhausted,  the 
remainder  of  the  debt  would  hold  good  against  the  husband 
and  upon  his  personal  obligation.  And  then,  in  that  event 
and  to  that  extent,  he  'nust  be  deemed  to  have  furnished  the 
consideration  of  the  conveyance  to  the  wife  from  Young — 
that  is,  so  much  of  the  money  would  prove  to  have  been 
borrowed,  upon  his  personal  credit  and  obligation,  and  there- 
fore a  proportional  interest  in  the  property  purchased  would 
be  subject  to  the  claims  of  existing  creditors. 

If,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  apparent  upon  the  proof, 
that  the  purchase  of  lots  3,  5  and  6,  and  the  loan  of  the 
purchase  money  from  Oalin,  were  the  act  of  the  husband, 
and  that  the  wife  only  acted  in  the  premises  as  his  security. 
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it  might  be  proper  to  treat  her  accordingly,  and  decree  the 
sale  of  these  lots  at  once,  and  after  paying  the  wife  $700 
with  interest,  for  which  her  property  is  pledged,  to  apply 
the  remainder  of  the  proceeds  to  the  debt  of  the  com- 
plainant. 

But  the  proof  shows,  whatever  may  have  been  the  mo- 
tives of  the  parties,  that  the  purchase  in  the  first  instance 
was  made  by  the  wife,  and  that  the  subsequent  loan  of  the 
purchase  money  was  in  fact  obtained  by  her,  and  that  the 
husband  joined  in  the  note  and  mortgage  thereof,  because 
his  concurrence  in  the  act  was  deemed  necessary  by  the 
party  maJting  the  loan.  True,  these  facts  do  not  modify  the 
legal  effect  of  the  transaction.  In  law,  the  note  and  mort- 
gage is  the  act  of  the  husband,  while  by  the  mortgage  the 
wife  only  pledges  her  property  as  a  security  for  the  debt  of 
the  other. 

But  I  think  these  facts  furnish  substantial  and  controlling 
reasons  why  a  court  of  equity  should  so  deal  with  the  sub- 
ject, as  to  provide  if  possible  that  the  wife  may  reaKze  the 
benefit  of  her  scheme  to  secure  to  herself  the  home  of  the 
family,  and  also  to  give  her  the  benefit  of  the  increase  in 
value,  if  any,  of  the  property,  since  the  time  of  its  pur- 
chase. If  the  sale  of  her  estate  in  block  250  will  do  this, 
it  may  be  so  applied  without  injustice  to  any  one,  and  much 
probable  benefit  to  her.  At  least  she  should  have  the  option. 

Besides  it  is  evident  that  the  wife  had  the  same  right  to 
dower  in  these  lots  as  in  blocks  251  and  252.  This  right 
was  not  released  to  Eobertson  in  the  purchase  of  lot  4,  and 
in  the  arrangement  between  the  parties,  which  resulted  in 
Young's  purchasing  these  lots  for  her  from  the  former,  the 
value  of  this  contingent  interest  of  the  wife's  must  have 
been  taken  into  consideration.  It  is  fair  to  presume  that 
it  was  a  part  of  the  consideration.  If  these  lots  were  now 
sold  for  the  benefit  of  the  husband's  creditors,  the  sale 
would  be  subject  to  such  right  of  dower,  with  which  the 
wife  has  never  parted. 

The  payment  of  $1,500  in  discharge  of  the  lien  upon 
block  250,  must  be  considered  as  a  purchase  of  the  interest 
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of  the  heirs  of  Nancy  Lownsdale  in  the  premises.  The  pro- 
ceedings and  decree  in  the  partition  suit  are  very  cursorily 
stated  in  the  complaint,  but  taking  the  allegations  on  that 
subject  in  connection  with  the  law  relating  to  the  partition 
of  real  property,  and  it  is  apparent  that  these  heirs  were 
tenants  in  common  with  Christina  Hamilton  in  block  250, 
and  that- the  decree  was  based  upon  the  fact  that  their  in- 
terest in  the  premises  was  deemed  to  be  worth  |1,500,  and 
that  the  property  should  be  charged  with  the  payment  to 
that  sum,  instead  of  being  divided  in  proportion  of  the 
respective  interests  of  the  tenants.  What  proportion  the 
interests  of  the  heirs  bore  to  that  of  Christina  Hamilton 
does  not  appear,  and  there  is  nothing  in .  the  pleadings  or 
the  proofs  in  this  case  by  which  that  fact  can  be  ascertained. 

This  interest  of  these  heirs,  in  block  250  was  purchased 
by  money  borrowed  of  Francis  Young  on  February  16, 1866. 
The  money  was  borrowed  on  the  joint  note  and  mortgage 
of  the  husband  and  wife.  The  property  mortgaged  was 
block  250.  This  transaction  is  regarded  in  law  in  the  same 
light  as  the  prior  loan  from  Catlin.  So  far  as  the  personal 
obligation  is  concerned,  it  is  the  debt  of  the  husband — the 
signature  of  the  wife  to  the  note  being  a  nullity.  The  hus- 
band was  insolvent  at  the  time.  The  debt  was  contracted 
for  the  benefit  of  the  property  of  the  wife,  and  that  prop- 
erty was  pledged  and  remains  pledged  for  the  payment  of 
the  debt. 

As  the  matter  stands,  it  is  altogether  probable  that  the 
property  of  the  wife  will  be  taken  to  pay  the  debt.  Whether 
it  will  be  sufficient  or  not,  for  that  purpose,  does  not  ap- 
pear. But  the  personal  obligation  of  the  husband  was  also 
given  for  the  debt  and  he  is  liable  to  pay  it,  and  may  be 
compelled  to  do  so,  in  whole  or  in  part.  In  that  event  and 
to  that  extent,  the  purchase  money  for  this  interest  would 
move  from  him,  and  the  interest  thus  purchased  would  be 
subject  to  the  claims  of  his  creditors. 

But  it  cannot  be  absolutely  assumed  that  the  purchase 
money  was  obtained  on  the  credit  of  the  husband,  or  that 
he  will  ultimately  repay  it;  and  without  this  it  would  work 
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injustice  to  tlie  wife  to  treat  this  interest  as  purchased  by 
the  husband  and  subject  it  to  sale  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors — ^for,  if  the  property  of  the  wife  in  block  250  is 
ultimately  subjected  to  the  payment  of  the  loan  from  Francis 
Young,  as  it  probably  will  be,  then  the  consideration  for 
the  purchase  of  the  interest  of  the  Lownsdale  heirs,  would 
come  from  her,  and  such  interest  would  be  hers,  and  not  the 
husband's. 

Lot  4,  and  whatever  interest  the  wife  may  be  determined 
to  have  in  lots  3,  5  and  6  in- block  253,  are  the  separate  es- 
tate of  the  wife.  Although  this  property— being  in  fact 
purchased  by  the  wife — was  not  "acquired  by  gift,  devise, 
or  inheritance,"  and  therefore  not  within  the  clause  of  the 
Constitution  (Art.  XY,  g  5),  which  exempts  such  property 
from  "the  debts  or  contracts  of  the  husband,"  yet  the 
nature  of  the  conveyances  from  Eobertson  and  Young  to  her, 
make  it  her  separate  property.  These  conveyances  studi- 
ously declare,  that  the  grant  is  made  to  her  for  her  own 
benefit,  exclusive  of  the  control  of  her  husband.  These 
words  effectually  exclude  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband 
or  the  claims  of  his  creditors.  (Cord's  Mar.  Worn.  |  156; 
2  Btory's  Eq.  §§  1880-1-2.) 

It  does  not  appear  that  this  property  was  ever  registered 
by  the  wife  in  pursuance  of  the  act  of  June  4,  1859,  in  force 
when  she  acquired  it.  But  that  act  by  its  terms  only  ap- 
plies to  property  "acquired  by  gift,  devise  or  inheritance." 
(Or.  Code,  786.) 

As  the  case  now  stands,  it  satisfactorily  appears  that  the 
interest  in  block  250  conveyed  to  the  wife  by  Daniel  H. 
Lownsdale,  subject  to  the  life  estate  of  her  husband,  and 
lot  4  iu  block  253,  are  the  absolute  property  of  the  wife, 
and  not  subject  to  the  claims  of  the  husband's  creditors. 
But  as  to  the  interest  in  block  250,  purchased  from  the 
Lownsdale  heirs,  and  lots  3,  5  and  6  in  block  253,  no  final 
decree  can  be  safely  made  upon  the  present  state  of  the 
proofs. 

An.  interlocutory  decree  will  be  therefore  entered,  refer- 
ring the  case  to  a  master,  with  authority  to  take  testimony 
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and  report  to  the  Court  the  present  cash  value  of  the  wife's 
interest  in  block  250,  derived  from  Daniel  H.  Lownsdale, 
and  also  the  present  value  of  the  interest  in  said  block,  pur- 
chased from  the  Lownsdale  heirs;  and  further,  to  ascertain 
the  amount  due  upon  the  note  and  mortgage  to  Gatlin,  and 
also  to  Francis  Toung,  and  that  the  Clerk  of  this  Court  be 
appointed  special  master  to  execute  this  order. 

On  January  9, 1868,  upon  the  report  of  the  special  master, 
there  was  a  final  decree  dismissing  the  bill. 

J.  E.  Page  &  W.  W.  Beed,  for  complainant. 

W.  Lair  Hill,  for  defendant,  Christina  Hamilton. 


DISTRICT  COURT,  JANUARY  11,  1868. 
In  re   EOBEET    A.    SUTHEELAND. 

No.  61  of  the  form's  of  proceeding  in  bankruptcy,  is  merely  a  demand  for  a 
jury  trial,  and  not  an  answer  to  the  petition — ^it  is  neither  a  showing  of 
cause  nor  an  allegation  by  the  respondent,  and  the  denial  contained  la  it, 
is  to  be  taken  as  the  mere  recital  by  the  clerk  of  a  denial  already  and  other- 
wise made  by  the  respondent  in  his  answer  to  the  petition. 

Whether  the  answer  or  plea  of  the  respondent  to  the  petition  should  be  gen- 
eral or  specific  or  verified  or  not,  must  depend  upon  the  rules  of  the  Court 
in  which  the  petition  is  pending. 

The  general  rule  of  this  Court  being  that  answers  must  be  specific  and  veri- 
fied, and  the  true  object  of  pleading  in  any  case  being  to  narrow  the  con- 
troversy to  the  point  really  in  dispute,  no  greater  latitude  ought  to  be 
allowed  the  defence  in  bankruptcy  in  this  respect,  than  in  ordinary  actions 
and  suits. 

Where  a  petition  alleged  that  the  respondent,  with  knowledge  of  his  insol- 
vency, confessed  two  judgments  in  favor  of  third  persons  with  intent  to 
give  a  fraudulent  preference  to  such  persons,  and  the  answer  of  the  respond- 
ent tacitly  admits  the  confession  of  said  judgments  and  insolvency,  but 
denies  that  the  same  were  confessed  "with  any  fraudulent  intent  or.  with 
Vtie  fraudvlmi  intent  to  give  &  fraudulent  preference:"  Sdd,  that  the  issue 
taken  by  the  answer  upon  the  word  fraudvJxmi  in  the  petition  was  an  im- 
material one,  and  that  a  confession  of  judgment  by  an  insolvent  debtor 
necessarily  gave  a  preference  to  the  creditor  in  such  judgment  and  ought 
therefore,  in  the  absence  of  sufficient  allegation  or  proof  to  the  contrary, 
to  be  presumed  to  have  been  so  intended. 
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Where  the  respondent  by  his  answer  admits,  that  being  insolvent,  he  con- 
fessed a  judgment  in  favor  of  one  of  his  creditors,  but  denies  that  he  there- 
hy  fraudvlently  intended  to  give  such  creditor  a.  fraudulent  preference,  there 
is  an  affirmative  implication  that  such  judgment  was  confessed  with  intent  to 
give  a  preference,  and  the  petition  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  pleadings. 

In  effect,  the  Bankrupt  Act  (§  39)  prohibits  an  insolvent  debtor  from  giving 
any  preference  for  any  reason  to  any  creditor,  upon  pain  of  being  declared 
a  bankrupt  therefor,  on  the  petition  of  his  other  creditors. 

On  November  30,  1867,  certain  creditors  of  Eobert  Suth- 
erland filed  a  petition  in  bankruptcy  against  him,  charging 
him  with  the  commission  of  divers  acts  of  bankruptcy,  alleged 
to  have  been  committed  on  and  after  November  19,  1867, 
and  praying  that  said  Sutherland  be  declared  a  bankrupt. 
On  the  filing  of  the  petition  an  order  was  entered,  requiring 
the  respondent  to  show  cause  on  the  first  Monday  in  Jan- 
uary, proximo,  why  the  prayer  of  the  petition  should  not  be 
allowed. 

On  January  1,  1868,  the  respondent  filed  a  paper  in  the 
words  of  "Form  No.  61"  of  the  prescribed  "forms  of  pro- 
ceeding in  bankruptcy,"  signed  by  himself  and  solicitor, 
but  not  by  the  clerk,  and  also  a  special  answer  to  the  peti- 
tion verified  by  his  own  oath. 

At  the  time  appointed  for  showing  cause,  the  parties  ap- 
peared, and  the  petitioners  moved  for  judgment  on  the  plead- 
ings, and  the  respondent  for  an  order  setting  down  the 
cause  for  trial  by  jury,  as  demanded  in  the  paper  filedby  him. 

Deadt,  J.  The  petitioners'  motion  for  judgment,  assumes 
that  form  No.  61,  entitled — "Denial  of  bankruptcy  and  de- 
mand for  jury  by  debtor " — is  simply  a  rule  entered  by  the 
clerk,  at  the  instance  of  the  debtor,  for  a  jury  trial;  and 
that  the  statement  therein,  that  the  respondent  "appears 
and  denies  that  he  has  committed  the  acts  of  bankruptcy 
set  forth  in  said  petition,  and  avers  that  he  should  not  be 
declared  a  bankrupt  for  any  cause  in  said  petition  alleged," 
is  a  mere  recital,  which  is  based  upon,  and  presupposes, 
that  the  debtor  has  shown  cause  why  he  should  not  be  ad- 
judged a  bankrupt,  by  filing  an  answer  or  plea  to  the  allega- 
tions of  the  petition. 
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Sections  40,  41,  of  tlie  Bankrupt  Act,  provide  that  upon 
the  filing  of  the  petition,  "the  Court  shall  direct  the  entry 
of  an  order  requiring  the  debtor  to  appear  and  show  cause, 
*  *  *  why  the  prayer  of  the  petition  should  not  be 
granted,"  and  that,  upon  the  day  appointed  to  show  cause, 
"  the  Court  shall  proceed  summarily  to  hear  the  allegations 
of  petitioner  and  debtor,  *  *  *  and  shall,  if  the  debtor 
on  the  same  day  so  demand  in  writing,  order  a  trial  by  jury, 
at  the  first  term  of  the  Court  at  which  a  jury  shall  be  in 
attendance,  to  ascertain  the  fact  of  such  alleged  bank- 
ruptcy." 

An  allegation  is  the  statement  by  a  party  of  his  cause  of 
action  or  defence.  To  show  cause— is  to  make  appear,  to 
give  a  reason. 

From  the  well  understood  signification  of  these  terms, 
and  the  nature  of  the  proceeding,  I  infer,  that  the  act  in- 
tends, that  on  the  day  appointed  to  show  cause,  the  respond- 
ent shall  appear  and  plead  to  the  petition — that  is,  answer 
it  in  writing.  In  re  Drummond,  (1  Bank  Beg.,  10),  it  ap- 
pears that  the  respondent  "filed  a  plea  denying  the 
charges"  in  the  petition. 

As  at  present  advised,  I  must  decide  that  the  paper  filed 
in  the  words  of  form  No.  61,  is  merely  a  demand  for  a  trial 
by  jury,  and  not  an  answer  to  the  petition.  It  is  neither  a 
showing  of  cause  nor  an  allegation  by  the  respondent,  and 
the  statement  contained  in  it  concerning  the  denial  by  the 
respondent  of  the  acts  of  bankruptcy  alleged  in  the  petition, 
must  be  construed  as  a*  recital  by  the  clerk,  of  a  denial 
already  and  otherwise  made  by  the  respondent; — and  this 
recital  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  showing  on  the  face  of 
the  entry,  that  it  is  authori2;ed  by  what  has  preceded  it — the 
filing  of  an  answer  to  the  petition  controverting  the  allega- 
tions therein  contained. 

Whether  this  answer  ought  to  be  general  or  specific,  or 
verified  or  not,  must  depend,  as  it  appears  to  me,  upon  the 
general  rules  of  the  Court  wherein  the  petition  is  pendiag, 
in  regard  to  pleadings,  or  any  special  rule  which  may  be 
made  therein  concerning  pleadings  in  bankruptcy.     The 
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general  rule  of  this  Court  requires  that  answers  or  pleadings 
by  the  defendant,  shall  be  both  specific  and  verified.  No 
good  reason  is  perceived  or  suggested,  why  any  greater 
latitude  in  pleading  should  be  allowed  the  defence  in  a 
petition  in  bankruptcy,  than  in  ordinary  actions  and  suits. 

In  either  case,  the  true  object  of  pleading  is  the  same — • 
to  narrow  the  controversy  to  the  point  really  in  dispute  be- 
tween the  parties.  To  allow  the  respondent  to  controvert 
the  allegations  of  the  petition  by  the  entry  of  a  rule  or  order 
with  the  Clerk,  or  a  general  unverified  answer,  would  often, 
if  not  always,  impose  upon  the  petitioner  the  unnecessary 
and  burdensome  trouble  and  expense  of  proving  that  which 
the  respondent  well  knew  to  be  true,  and  which  he  would 
hot  deny  under  oath. 

In  considering  the  motion  for  judgment,  the  denial  re- 
cited in  the  demand  for  a  jury  trial,  wiU  be  laid  out  of  view 
as  immaterial,  and  the  only  question  is  whether  the  answer 
admits  sufficient  to  authorize  the  Court  to  give  judgment, 
pronouncing  the  respondent  a  bankrupt. 

Among  other  things,  the  petition  alleges  that  the  respon- 
dent, on  November  19,  1867,  then  and  prior  thereto,  well 
knowing  that  he  was  insolvent,  confessed  two  judgments  in 
favor  of  third  persons,  with  intent  to  give  a  fraudulent 
preference  to  such  persons  over  his  other  creditors. 

The  answer  tacitly  admits  the  confession  of  the  judg- 
ments, and  the  insolvency  of  the  respondent,  but  denies 
that  such  judgments  were  confessed  "with  a.nj  fraudulent 
intent,  or  with  the  fraudulent  intent  to  give  a  fraudulent 
preference''  to  the  creditors  therein.  • 

This  traverse,  as  to  the  intent  with  which  the  judgments 
were  confessed,  is  too  broad.  Although  the  petition  alleges 
that  the  intent  was  to  give  a,  fraudulent  preference,  the  alle- 
gation is  surplussage,  and  not  traversable.  The  Bankrupt 
Act  (§39)  does  hot  use  the  word  fraudulent  in  this  connec- 
tion. It  declares  that  an  insolvent  debtor  who  confesses  a 
judgment  "  with  intent  to  give  a  preference  to  one  or  more 
of  his  creditors,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  committed  an  act 
of  bankruptcy." 
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The  manifest  object  ol  the  Act  is  to  secure  an  equal  dis- 
tribution of  the  property  of  an  insolvent  debtor  among  his 
creditors;  and  to  this  end  it  is  made  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
for  such  debtor  to  prefer  one  creditor  over  another,  without 
reference  to  the  question  whether  such  preference  would 
otherwise  be  considered /rawc^Mfeni  or  not. 

The  petition  in  this  case,  and  the  answer  following  it, 
seem  to  have  been  drawn  upon  the  theory  that  a  confession 
of  judgment  by  an  insolvent  is  not  an  act  of  bankruptcy  un- 
less it  was  done,  not  only  with  an  intent  to  prefer  the  creditor 
in  such  judgment,  but  also  with  a  special  intent  to  defraud 
the  other  creditors.  Now,  section  39  of  the  act  makes  the 
confessing  of  a  judgment  by  an  insolvent  "with  an  intent 
to  give  a  preference  to  one  or  more  of  his  creditors  *  *  * 
or  to  defeat  or  delay  the  operation  of  the  act,"  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  whether  there  was  any  special  or  distinct  pur- 
pose to  thereby  defraud  the  other  creditors  or  not.  The 
fact  is,  and  so  the  act  seems  to  assume,  that  the  giving  of 
such  a  preference  necessarily  operates  as  a  fraud  upon  the 
other  creditors,  because  it  must,  if  allowed,  deprive  them 
of  their  just  proportion  of  the  insolvent's  assets. 

But  the  intent  to  prefer  being  made  an  ingredient  in  the  act 
of  bankruptcy,  ought  to  be  alleged  in  the  petition  and  may 
be  denied  in  the  answer.  Still,  unless  it  appears  that  the  judg- 
ment was  confessed  in  ignorance  of  the  respondent's  insol- 
vency, or  otherwise,  so  that^it  cbuld  have  been  done  without 
intending  to  give  a  preference;  the  intent  to  prefer  is  a 
necessary  inference  from  the  premises. 

'In  re  Drummond  (supra),  the  Court  says:  "  Now,  it  is  a 
rule  that  every  sane  man  is  presumed  to  ibtend  the  proba- 
ble consequences  of  his  voluntary  act.  The  consequence  of 
this  transfer  by  Drummond  of  all  his  property  to  a  portion 
of  his  creditors,  was  not  only  that  it  would  probably  give 
them  a  preference,  but  that  it  would  necessarily  and  certainly 
produce  that  effect.  He  must  have  known  that  this  conse- 
quence would  follow  that  act,  and  he  must,  therefore,  he 
conclusively  presumed  to  have  intended  it.    In  so  doing,  he 
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committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  a  judgment  that  lie  is 
a  bankrupt  must  follow." 

Here,  as  has  been  said,  the  answer  tacitly  admits  the  in- 
solvency of  the  respondent  and  his  knowledge  of  it  at  the 
time  he  confessed  the  judgments.  This  being  so,  the  neces- 
sary consequence  of  the  respondent's  act  was  to  give  a  pref- 
erence to  the  creditors  in  the  judgment.  The  answer,  even 
if  it  contained  an  explicit  denial  of  the  intent  to  prefer,  ad- 
mits the  case  stated  in  the  petition,  because  it  admits  the 
facts,  and  alleges  nothing  in  avoidance  or  to  the  contrary, 
which  conclusively  prove  that  a  preference  was  in  fact  neces- 
sarily given.  This  necessary  consequence  of  the  respond- 
ent's conduct  in  the  premises,  the  law,  in  the  absence  of 
sufficient  allegation  or  proof  to  the  contrary,  presumes  was 
by  him  intended. 

But  the  answer  only  denies  that  the  judgments  were  con- 
fessed with  a  fraudulent  intent  to  give  &  fraudulent  prefer- 
ence. This  kiad  of  negative  allegation  involves  what  the 
books  call  an  affirmative  implication  that  the  judgments  were 
confessed  with  an  intent  to  give  a  preference,  though  not  a 
fraudulent  one.  This  is  an  implied  admission  that  a  prefer- 
ence was  intended  to  be  given  by  the  respondent.  The  act 
(§  39)  in  effect  prohibits  an  insolvent  debtor  from  giving  any 
preference,  for  any  reason,  to  any  creditor,  upon  pain  of 
being  declared  a  bankrupt  therefor,  on  the  petition  of  his 
injured  creditors. 

The  petitioners  are  entitled  on  the  pleadings  to  have  the 
respondent  adjudged  a  bankrupt.     Judgment  accordingly. 

J.   W.  Whalley  and  M.  W.  Fechheimer,  for  petitioners. 

David  Logan,  for  respondent. 
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CIRCUIT  COmT,  JANTJAEY  31,  1868. 

JOHN  R.  LAMB  AND  EMMA,  (his  vnfe),  AND  IDA 
SQUIRES  V.  LEWIS  M.  STARR,  JAMES  P.  O.  LOWNS- 
DALB,  MILLARD  0.  LOWNSDALE,  {hy  his  guardian,  said 
James  F.  O.),  RUTH  A.  LOWNSDALE,  {hy  her  guardian, 
John  Blanchard),  MARY  E.  COOPER,  AND  HIRAM  AND 
HANNAH  SMITH. 

It  need  not  be  stated  in  a  pleading,  that  an  alleged  trust  concerning  lands 
was  created  by  writing,  and  it  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  so  created 
until  the  contrary  appears;  the  statute  of  frauds,  which  requires  such 
trusts  to  be  created  or  evidenced  by  writing,  Is  a  rule  of  evidence,  but  not 
of  pleading. 

A  demurrer  which  states  a  fact  not  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  pleading  de- 
murred to,  is  a  speaking  demurrer,  and  will  be  overruled. 

A  grant  under  section  4  of  the  Donation  Aet  (9  Stat.  497),  to  the  chUdren  of 
Nancy  Lownsdale,  the  wife  of  a  vsettler  under  such  section,  includes  the 
children  of  said  Nancy,  by  a  prior  husband. 

The  Donation  Act  does  not  declare  who  are  the  hdrs  of  a  settler  or  his  wife, 
under  section  4  thereof,  upon  the  death  of  either,  before  the  issuing  of  a 

.  patent,  and  the  grant  over  in  case  of  such  death  to  the  "  children  or  heirs" 
of  such  settler  or  wife,  ought  to  be  construed  to  take  effect  first  in  favor  of 
the  former. 

Under  the  Donation  Act,  a  settler  upon  the  public  lands  in  Oregon,  might 
change  his  location  and  settlement  as  often  as  he  saw  proper,  before 
making  final  proof  and  receiving  a  certificate,  and  in  case  of  his  death 
before  the  completion  of  his  residence  and  cultivation,  his  widow  might 
abandon  her  interest  in  his  donation,  and  by  becoming  the  wife  of  another 
settler,  be  entitled  to  receive  one  half  of  the  donation  of  the  latter  hus- 
band. 

The  Donation  Act  does  not  include  settlers  upon  the  public  lands,  who  died- 
before  its  passage — September  27,  1850. 

"Where  the  title  of  the  complainant,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  is  not  doubt- 
ful or  suspicious,  equity  will  take  jurisdiction  and  decree  partition,  whether 
the  complainant  be  in  the  actual  possession  or  not;  but  in  the  case  of  an 
alleged  legal  title,  if  either  of  these  objections  appear,  it  is  usual  to  send 
the  complainant  to  a  Court  of  law,  to  try  his  title,  and  retain  the  suit  to 
await  the  result;  and  in  case  of  an  equitable  title  a  Court  of  equity  first 
ascertains  the  title,  and  if  found  for  the  complainant,  then  makes  partition. 

The  possession  of  one  tenant  in  common,  is  that  of  his  co-tenant,  and  where 
possession  is  necessary,  such  co-tenant  may  maintain  a  suit  for  partition 
upon  such  possession. 
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In  equity  a  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  plead  more  than'one  plea,  without 
leave  of  the  Court,  and  sucli  leave  will  only  be  given  when  the  necessity 
therefor  is  obvious. 

Deady,  J.  This  is  a  suit  "for  partition  of  block  218,.  situ- 
ate in  the  city  of  Portland,  and  to  declare  void  a  purchase 
thereof  by  the  defendant,  Starr,  because  the  conveyance  was 
taken  by  Starr,  with  notice,  and  in  violation  of  certain  trusts 
with  which  the  property  was  charged  in  the- hands  of  Starr's 
grantors. 

Among  other  things  the  bill  states,  that  on  April  15, 
1864,  Nancy  Lownsdale  died  seized  of  an  estate  in  fee  in  tiie 
west  half  of  donation  claims  40  and  66,  containing  90  acres 
of  land  and  embracing  block  218  in  the  city  of  Portland, 
leaving  as  her  heirs-at-law,  her  four  children,  William  Gilli- 
han,  Isabella  Ellen  Gillihan,  Millard  0.  Lownsdale  and 
Euth  A.  Lownsdale,  and  her  husband,  Daniel  H.  Lowns- 
dale, each  of  whom  was  thereupon  entitled  and  became 
seized  of  an  undivided  one  fifth  of  said  west  half  including 
said  block. 

That  in  January,  1860,  the  said  Daniel  H.  purchased  from 
said  Isabella  Ellen,  her  interest  in  the  estate  of  her  mother, 
Nancy  Lownsdale. 

That  on  April  1,  1858,  said  Daniel  H.  conveyed  by  deed 
of  quit  claim,  without  covenants,  all  his  interest  in  block 
218,  to  Lansing  Stout,  upon  trust,  that  the  said  Stout  would 
raise  money  upon  said  interest  to  pay  the  debts  of  said 
Daniel  H. ;  and  that  on  the  same  day  and  year,  the  said 
Stout,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  Alonzo  Leland  to  assist 
him  in  the  performance  of  said»  trust,  conveyed  to  said  Le- 
land by  deed  of  quit-claim,  an  undivided  one  half  of  his 
interest  in  said  block  upon  the  trust  aforesaid. 

That  on  December  12,  1863,  upon  an  execution  issued 
out  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  county  of  Multnomah,  State 
of  Oregon,  against  the  property  of  said  Stout,  said  block 
was  sold  to  the  defendant,  Starr;  and  that  on  December  5, 
1864,  the  said  Leland  in  conjunction  with  his  wife,  on  his 
own  private  account  and  not  in  pursuance  of  said  trust, 
conveyed  to  the  defendant,  Starr,  his  interest  in  said  block; 
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and  that  at  the  time  of  both  such  purchases  by  the  defend- 
ant, Starr,  he  had  full  notice  of  the  trust,  and  well  knew 
that  Stout  and  Leland  had  no  interest  in  such  block  except 
as  trustees,  and  that  neither  silch  sales  or  conveyances  to 
him  were  made  or  executed  in  pursuance  thereof. 

That  on  May  4,  1862,  Daniel  H.  died  intestate,  leaving  as 
his  heirs-at-law,  Emma  Lamb  and  Ida  Squires,  the  children 
of  his  daughter'  Sarah,  previously  deceased,  and  his  four 
surviving  children,  namely:  James  P.  O.  Lownsdale,  Mary 
E.  Cooper,  Millard  O.  Lownsdale  and  Euth  A.  Lownsdale, 
w^o  thereupon  were  entitled  and  became  seized  in  fee  of 
an  undivided  two  fifths  of  the  said  west  half  including  said 
block. 

That  the  said  heirs  of  Daniel  H.  and  of  said  Nancy  being 
seized  as  tenants  in  common  of  said  west  half,  WiUiam 
Gillihan,  one  of  the  latter,  commenced  a  suit  for  partition 
thereof  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  county  of  Multnomah, 
State  of  Oregon,  in  which  suit,  the  parties  to  this  suit  and 
divers  others  were  defendants;  and  that  said  Court,  on  May 
22,  1865,  among  other  things,  decreed,  that  said  Daniel  H. 
in  his  lifetime  was  entitled  to  the  one  fifth  of  said  west  half 
as  the  heir  of  said  Nancy,  and  also  to  another  fifth  as  the 
vendee  of  said  Isabella  Ellen,  one  of  the  heirs  of  said  Nancy, 
and  that  said  William  Gillihan,  Millard  O.  and  Euth  A. 
Lownsdale,  were  each  entitled,  as  the  heirs  of  said  Nancy, 
to  on©  fifth  of  said  west  half;  and  afterwards,  on  August  12, 
1865,  said  Court,  in  said  suit,  by  its  decree  set  apart  to  said 
William,  Millard  O.  and  Euth  A.  in  severalty,  certain  spe- 
cified parts  of  said  west  half>  and  to  the  heirs  and  vendees  or 
claimants  under  Daniel  H.  according  to  their  respective  in- 
terests, the  remaining  portion  of  said  west  half,  including 
block  218;  and  that  by  reason  of  such  partition  being  une- 
qual, it  was  further  provided  by  said  decree,  that  said  Wil- 
liam, Millard  O.  and  Euth  A.  should  have  a  lien  upon  the 
portion  of  said  west  half  set  apart  to  the  heirs,  etc.,  of 
Daniel  H.,  amounting  in  the  aggregate'  to  the  sum  of  |39,- 
156.02,  of  which  sum  $1,533.45  was  apportioned  to  said 
block  218  and  decreed  to  be  a  lien  thereon;  and  that  by 
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reason  of  such  decree  and  partition,  the  said  heirs  of  Daniel 
H.  became  the  owners  in  fee  of  the  other. three  fifths  of  said' 
block,  subject  to  the  lien  aforesaid. 

That  said  lien  has  been  paid  by  the  defendant,  Lewis  M. 
Starr  and  the  heirs  of  Daniel  H. ;  and  that  said  heirs  are 
tenants  in  common  of  said  block,  and  are  in  possession 
thereof. 

That  the  defendants,  Hiram  and  Hannah  Smith,  claim 
some  right  in  said  block,  of  which  complainants  have  no 
knowledge  or  infc^ation. 

That  the  complainants  are  entitled  to  an  undivided  one 
fifth  of  said  block,  and  that  the  other  heirs  of  Daniel  H. 
are  entitled  to  one  fifth  each,  subject  to  the  claims  and  in- 
terest, if  any,  of  said  Starr,  and  said  Hiram  and  Hannah 
Smith. 

That  the  complainants  are  residents  and  citizens  of  the 
State  of  Kentucky,  and  that  their  interest  in  said  block  ex- 
ceeds in  value  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars. 

The  defendant,  Starr,  demurs  to  so  much  of  the  bill  as 
sets  up  the  trust  to  Stout  and  Leland  and  the  violation 
thereof  by  the  sales  to  him.  To  the  remainder  of  the  bill 
he  pleads  three  pleas  in  bar  of  the  right  to  the  partition 
prayed  fm-.    - 

The  mst  and  fifth  causes  of  demurrer  may  be  considered 
together.  They  are,  substantially,  that  it  does  not  appear 
from  the  bill  that  the  alleged  trust  was  in  writing,  and  sub- 
scribed by  either  Lownsdale,  Leland,  or  Stout. 

The  Oregon  statute  (Or.  Code,  341),  prescribes  that  no 
trust  in  real  property  can  be  created  otherwise  than  by 
operation  of  the  law  or  an  instrument  in  writing,  sub- 
scribed, etc. 

For  the  demurrer  it  is  maintained  that  the  bill  must  show 
affirmatively  that  these  alleged  trusts  were  created  by 
writing.  But  the  rule  of  law  appears  to  be  otherwise.  At 
common  law  a  trust  in  real  property  could  have  been  de- 
clared or  created  by  parol.  Since  the  statute  (Oar.  2,  O.  3,  §  7) 
required  such  trusts  to  be  in  writing,  it  has  been  uniformly 
held  that  the  statute  did  not  change  the  rules  of  pleading, 
24 
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but  only  introduced  a  new  rule  of  evidence.  That  it  was 
still  competent  to  declare  or  count  upon  contracts  within  the 
statute  according  to  their  legal  effect,  without  alleging  that 
they  were  in  writing.  If  the  defendant  wishes  to  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  statute  he  must  plead  it.  The  de- 
murrer is  deemed  to  confess  the  trust,  as  being  in  writing, 
however  the  fact  may  be.  (Gould's  Plead.  C.  IV,  §g  43, 
44,  45;  Chit.  Plead.  254,  332.)  True,  these  are  works 
which  treat  of  pleadings  at  law,  but  I  do  not  find  any  differ- 
ent rule  laid  down  for  pleadings  in  eqmty.  Throughout 
Story's  Equity  Pleadings,  it  is  constantly  assumed  that  a 
contract  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds  may  be  stated  in  a 
bill  according  to  its  legal  effect,  and  until  the  contrary  ap- 
pears, it  will  be  presumed  to  be  in  writing.  And  the  same 
work  declares  that  a  plea  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  is  the 
proper  mode  of  putting  in  issue  the  fact  of  whether  the  con- 
tract was  in  writing  or  not.  (Story's  Eq.  Plead.  §§  761, 
762,  765.)  In  Harris  v.  Knickerbacker  (5  Wend.  643),  Mr. 
Justice  Marcy  lays  down  the  rule  in  equity  as  follows  : — "I 
apprehend  that  it  is  now  settled,  that  if  the  defendant  ad- 
mits the  agreement  and  insists  on  the  statute,  he  can  pro- 
tect himself  from  a  decree  for  a  specific  performance,  not- 
withstanding his  admission ;  but  if  he  admits  the  agpeement, 
but  neither  pleads  the  statute  nor  insists  on  it  in  his  answer, 
he  is  deemed  to  have  renounced  the  benefit  of  it.  (6  Ves. 
39.)  If  the  hill  states  generally  a  contract  which  the  law  re- 
quires to  ie  in  writing,  the  Court  will  presume  thai  it  was  made 
with  the  requisite  formalities,  to  give  it  validity  until  the  contrary 
appears.  The  defendant,  in  answering,  may  either  plead 
that  the  contract  was  not  in  writing,  or  insist  upon  that  fact 
in  his  answer.  If  he  meets  the  allegations  of  a  contract  in 
his  biU  with  a  general  denial,  and  the  complainant  is  put  to 
his  proof  to  establish  it,  he  must  sho-jr  a  written  contract ; 
and  if  he  does  not,  the  evidence  to  establish  the  issue  will 
be  adjudged  incompetent."  (See  also,  1  Smith's  Chancery, 
225.) 

The  demurrer  in- this  respect  is  not  well  taken.    The  sec- 
ond cause  of  demurrer  states  that  it  does  not  appear  but 
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that  stout  and  Leland  applied  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
the  block  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  Daniel  H. 

The  bUl  states  that  Leland  sold  and  conveyed  his  interest 
in  the  block  to  Starr  on  his  own  private  account  and  in  vio- 
lation of  the  trust,  and  that  Stout's  interest  was  taken  and 
sold  on  an  execution  against  his  property.  From  this  state- 
ment it  is  plain  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  did  not  go  to 
pay  the  debts  of  Daniel  H.,  but  rather  to  the  payment  of 
those  of  Stout  and  Leland. 

The  third  cause 'of  demurrer  states  that  it  does  not  ap- 
pear but  that  the  debts  to  be  paid  were  due  Stout  and 
Leland. 

So  far  as  it  appears,  no  debts  were  due  Stout  or  Leland. 
The  trust  reposed  on  Leland  was  by  Stout,  not  Daniel  H. 
If  in  fact  debts  were  due  Stout,  and  the  conveyance  was  in 
trust,  that  he  would  use  or  dispose  of  the  property  to  pay 
such  debts,  the  defendant  must,  if  .he  think  them  material, 
plead  these  facts  before  he  can  claim  the  benefit  of  them. 
This  part  of  the  demurrer  in  some  sort  asserts  that  Daniel 
H.  was  or  might  have  been  indebted  to  Stout  and  Leland, 
and  that  this  trust  was  created  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
the  trustees  to  pay  such  debts.  In  this  view  it  is  liable  to 
the  imputation  of  being  a  speaking  demurrer — that  is  a  de- 
murrer where  a  new  fact  is  introduced  to  support  it. 
(Story's  Eq.  Plead,  g  448). 

The  fourth  cause  of  demurrer  states  that  the  sales  to  the 
defendant  Starr,  do  not  appear  to  have  been  in  violation  of 
the  alleged  trust. 

The  bill  alleges  that  these  sales  were  in  violation  of  the 
trust,  and  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  biU  warrant  the  allega- 
tion of  the  bill.  The  trust  was  to  pay  the  debts  of  Daniel 
H.  generally,  and  the  sales  to  Starr  were  to  pay  the  debts 
of  Stout  and  Leland.  ' 

The  demurrer  is  overruled  at  the  costs  of  the  defendant. 

The  first  plea  alleges  that  the  defendant  Starr,  claims 
under  Lansing  Stout,  to  whom  Daniel  H.  conveyed  in  April, 
1858,  as  in  the  bUl  mentioned,  and  that«at  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit  the  complainants  were  not  in  the  posses- 
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sion  of  the  premises  in  question,  but  that  said  defendant 
was  in  sole  and  exclusive  possession  thereof. 

The  second  plea  alleges  that  the  said  Nancy  did  not  die 
seized  of  the  west  half  of  the  donation  claim  in  question, 
nor  could  she  take  any  part  thereof  as  the  wife  of  Daniel 
H.,  because  prior  to  her  marriage  with  said  Daniel  H.,  and 
while  she  was  the  wife  of  William  Gillihan,  the  said  Wil- 
liam, in  the  year  1847,  settled  upon  a  tract  of  the  public 
land  on  Sauvie's  island,  in  Multnomah  county,  containing 
640  acres,  and  continued  to  reside  upon  and  cidtivate  the 
same  continuously  to  the  time  of  his  death  in  the  year  1850; 
and  that  said  William,  up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  complied 
in  all  respects  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  September 
27,  1850,  making  donations  to  settlers  upon  public  lands, 
etc.,  whereby  upon  the  death  of  said  William,  the  same 
vested  in  said  Nancy  and  the  heirs  of  said  William,  and 
thereby  the  said  Nancy  became  disqualified  to  take  any  part 
of  the  donation  claim  of  Daniel  H. 

The  third  plea  alleges  that  William  Gillihan  and  Isabella 
Ellen  Gillihan  are  not  the  children  and  heirs-at-law  of 
Nancy,  to  whom  the  said  west  half  was  patented;  and  that 
said  William  and  Isabella  Ellen  did  not  in  virtue  of  said 
patent  referred  to  by  complainant,  become  seized  of  any 
part  of  said  Nancy's  half  of  said  donation  claim. 

By  section  4  of  the  Donation  Act  (9  Stat.  497),  there  is 
granted  to  a  married  man,  who  is  a  settler  upon  the  public 
land,  the  quantity  of  640  acres,  "one  half  to  himself  and 
the  other  half  to  his  wife,  to  be  held  in  her  own  right."  The 
section  also  provides,  that  where  such  married  persons  have 
complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  so  as  to  entitle  them 
to  the  grant  as  therein  provided,  "whether  under  the  late 
provisional  government  of  Oregon  or  since,  and  either  shall 
have  died  before  patent  issues,  tJie  survivor  and  children  or 
heirs  of  the  deceased,  shall  be  entitled  to  the  share  or  in- 
terest in  equal  proportions,  except,"  etc. 
*  The  question  sought  to  be  raised  by  this  third  plea  is; 
that  only  the  children  of  Nancy  by  Daniel  H.,  the  surviving 
settler,  are  entitled  to  any  portion  of  her  interest  or  share 
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in  the  donation,  and  that  therefore  "William  and  Isabella 
Ellen,  the  chidren  of  Nancy  by  her  marriage  with  Gillihan, 
are  not  entitled  to  any  interest  in  the  block  in  question. 

The  first  position  assumed  by  counsel  in  favor  of  his 
position  is,  that  the  patent  or  grant  to  the  children  of  Nancy 
Lownsdale,  does  not  include  the  children  of  Nancy  born 
while  she  was  Nancy  Gillihan.  In  reply  to  this,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  say,  that  when  Nancy  Gillihan  changed  her  name 
to  Nancy  Lownsdale,  it  did  not  affect  her  identity  or 
destroy  the  parental  relation  between  herself  and  the  child- 
ren which  she  bore  while  called  by  the  former  name.  A 
grant  to  the  children  of  Nancy  Lownsdale  must  include  all 
the  children  of  the  person  intended  and  described  by  this 
appellation.  The  name  used  is  the  mere  description  of  the 
person  of  the  ancestor,  and  does  not  impute  to  Nancy  any 
particular  status  or  relation  on  account  of  which  her  child- 
ren, born  during  the  existence  of  that  status  or  relation 
should  take  the  land  of  the  deceased,  to  the  exclusion  of  her 
other  children,  not  so  born.  A  grant  to  the  children  of  the 
wife  of  Daniel  H;  Lowusdale  under  some  circumstances 
might  probably  be  limited  to  the  children  bom  of  the  wife 
during  the  existence  of  the  relation  imputed  to  her  in  the 
grant;  but  a  grant  to  the  children  of  Nancy  Lownsdale  is 
not  limited  by  the  fact  that  she  was  the  wife  of  Daniel  H. 
Lownsdale,  to  the  children  bom  during  the  existence  of  that 
relation. 

Another  argument  in  support  of  this  plea  assumes  that 
the  donation  is  made  to  the  community  constituted  by  the 
marriage,  rather  than  to  the  married  persons  individually, 
and  that,  therefore,  in  case  of  the  death  of  either  member 
of  this  community,  the  share  of  such  deceased  member  in 
the  common  donation,  should  only  go  to  the  children  of 
such  community  who  made  the  settlement  and  performed 
the  services  which  secured  the  grant. 

The  idea  is  not  without  plausibility  and  apparent  equity 
and  justice.  But  the  statute  cannot  be  so  construed  with- 
out doing  violence  to  its  evident  purpose  and  plain  language. 
The  act  does  not  give  the  land  to  the  community  consti- 
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tuted  by  the  marriage,  but  to  the  married  persons  individ- 
ually— "  one  half  to  the  husband  and  the  other  half  to  the 
wife,  to  be  held  by  her  in  her  own  right."  Besides,  at 
common  law,  marriage  does  not  constitute  a  community  in 
which  the  individuality  of  the  husband  and  wife  is  merged 
and  blended  for  the  time  being.  Such,  or  something  like 
it,  is  the  doctrine  of  the  civil  law,  but  is  not  applicable 
here. 

Upon  the  death  of  the  wife,  before  the  issuing  of  the 
patent,  the  Donation  Act  disposes  of  her  share  in  the  dona- 
tion, by  providing  that  it  shall  go  to  her  husband  and 
children  or  heirs  in  equal  proportions.  This  description  of 
the  persons  who  are  to  take  the  share  of  Nancy  in  the  dona- 
tion is  plain  and  unequivocal.  The  words  used  are  not 
open  to  construction.  The  share  is  given  to  her  children 
without  limitation  or  qualification.  William  and  Isabel 
Ellen  GiUihan  are  as  much  the  children  of  the  deceased 
Nancy  as  Millard  O.  and  Euth  A.  Lownsdale.  Being  her 
children,  the  Donation  Act  gives  them  a  proportionate  in- 
terest in  her  share  of  the  donation,  without  reference  to  the 
fact  of  when  they  were  born  or  by  whom  begotten. 

This  conclusion  does  not  involve  the  question  of  whether 
the  words  children  or  heirs  are  used  in  the  act  as  synonymous 
terms  or  not.  My  impression  is  that  they  are  not,  although, 
as  in  this  case,  they  may  coincide  and  apply  only  to  the 
same  persons.  At  the  death  of  Nancy — ^April  15,  1854^ 
there  was  no  statute  in  Oregon  regulating  the  descent  of 
real  property,  or  declaring  who  should  be  the  heirs  of  an 
intestate,  and  therefore  the  subject  was  regtdated  by  tlje 
common  law.  By  this  rule  her  children  were  her  heirs. 
The  Donation  Act  does  not  prescribe  who  shall  be  consid- 
ered the  heirs  of  a  deceased  settler  any  more  than  it  pre- 
scribes who  shall  be  considered  the  wife  of  a  settler.  Both 
these  are  left  to  the  local  law — the  law  of  Oregon. 

If  the  law  of  Oregon  at  the  time  of  Nancy's  death  had 
prescribed  that  brothers  and  sisters  should  be  heirs  to  the 
intestate  either  exclusive  or  inclusive  of  the  children,  it  ap- 
pears to  me,  that  under  the  Donation  Act,  then  the  children 
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would  take  to  tlie  exclusion  of  tlie  brothers  and  sisters. 
Congress  seems  to  have  intended  to  secure  the  share  of  the 
deceased,  to  her  children,  if  any,  whether  the  law  of  Oregon 
made  them  heirs  or  not.  Beyond  this  it  left  .the  matter  to 
the  local  law,  by  providing  the  alternative,  that  in  default 
of  children,  such  share  should  go  to  her  heirs,  whoever  they 
might  be.  Who  would  be  entitled  to  claim  as  heir  of  the 
deceased  would  in  aU  cases  depend  upon  the  law  of  Oregon 
at  the  time  of  the  death,  but  persons  'claiming  as  children 
are  by  the  Donation  Act  preferred  to  those  claiming  simply 
as  heirs  by  the  local  law. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  plea  denies  the  right  of  WiUiam 
as  well  as  of  Isabella  Ellen.  The  former  is  not  a  party  to 
this  suit,  nor  do  either  of  the  parties  before  the  Court  claim 
under  him. 

But  if  neither  had  any  right  in  the  share  of  their  mother, 
then  Daniel  H.,  as  survivor,  would  take  one  third  instead  of 
one  fifth. 

The  interest  which  Daniel  H.  took  as  survivor,  Starr 
claims  under  the  conveyance  to  Stout  and  the  subsequent 
conveyance  to  himself.  Neither  is  Isabella  Ellen  a  party  to 
this  suit,  but  the  complainants  claim  an  undivided  interest 
in  the  one  fifth  which  their  ancestor,  Daniel  H.,  is  alleged 
to  have  purchased  from  her,  subsequent  to  this  conveyance 
to  Stout.  As  to  these  interests,  the  plea,  if  good  in  law, 
would  be  a  bar  to  the  relief  sought  by  the  complainants. 

The  plea  is  insufficient  in  law  and  therefore  overruled. 

The  second  plea  assumes  that  the  fourth  section  of  the 
Donation  Act,  includes  settlers  upon  the  public  lands  who 
died  in  Oregon  before  its  passage — September  27,  1850. 
At  least  the  plea  must  be  so  construed ;  for,  although  the 
avemient  is  that  Nancy's  first  husband — GiUihan — died 
"somedme  in  the  year  1850,"  yet  this  being  uncertain  in 
point  of  time,  must  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  party 
making  it.  So  construed,  the  legal  effect  of  the  allegation 
is,  that  GiUihan  died  some  time  in  1850,  but  prior  to  Septem- 
ber 27  of  that  year. 

In  support  of  this  plea,  it  is  maintained  by  Starr's  coun- 
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sel,  that  Gillihan  having  died  in  the  possession  of  the  land 
claim  on  Sanvie's  island,  his  wife  became  entitled  to  one 
half  thereof  in  her  own  right,  and  therefore  she  was  not 
qualified  to  take  another  donation  as  the  wife  of  Daniel  H. 
The  disqualification  relied  on  is  found  in  the  proviso  to  sec- 
tion 5  of  the  Donation  Act.  It  reads — "That  no  person 
shall  ever  receive  a  patent  for  more  than  one  donation  of 
land  in  said  Territory  in  his  or  her  own  right."  Admitting 
for  the  moment  that  Nancy  became  entitled  to  the  half  of 
the  Gillihan  donation  claim  upon  the  death  of  the  settler,  it 
does  not  appear  that  she  ever  obtained  a  patent  for  it,  or 
took  any  steps  to  assert  such  right  in  the  proper  land  office 
of  the  United  States,  or  elsewhere. 

It  has  always  been  understood,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
the  Donation  Act  to  the  contrary,  that  a  settler  upon  the 
public  lands,  might  change  his  location  and  settlement  as 
often  as  he  saw  proper,  before  he  filed  his  notification  of 
selection  in  the  land  office,  and  probably  at  any  time  before 
making  final  proof  and  receiving  a  certificate.  In  such  case 
the  first  location  is  abandoned  and  the  land  is  open  to  any 
other  settler  who  may  choose  to  take  it  up.  A  wife  cannot 
become  a  settler  and  take  land  for  herself  independent  of 
her  husband.  While  he  lives,  her  action  in  this  respect  is 
subordinate  to  his.  But  if,  upon  the  death  of  the  settler, 
the  wife  becpmes  entitled  to  take  one  half  of  the  land  upon 
which  he  died,  pending  the  performance  of  the  condition 
of  residence  and  cultivation,  she  may  then  abandon  that 
right  and  by  becoming  the  wife  of  another,  be  qualified  to 
take  her  share  in  the  donation  of  the  latter  husband.  In 
such  case,  it  is  certain,  that  she  will  never  receive  a  patent 
for  more  than  one  donation,  for  as  to  the  settlement  of  the 
former  husband,  she  does  not  claim  any  interest  in  it  or 
make  proof  of  any  right  thereto. 

Again,  it  appears  by  the  plea,  that  Gillihan  died  before 
he  had  "  complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  act" — ^his  set- 
tlement commencing  in  1847,  and  his  death  occurring  in 
1850,  before  the  completion  of  the  four  year's  residence  and 
cultivation.     If  it  be  the  law,  as  this  plea  assumes,  that  the 
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grant  in  section  4  of  tlie  act  is  not  confined  to  persons  in 
being  at  the  passage  of  the  act,  but  that  it  includes  settlers 
upon  the  public  lands  prior  thereto,  yet,  at  least,  such  set- 
tlers must  have  completed  the  four  years  residence  and  cul- 
tivation required  by  the  act,  before  it  can  be  claimed  that 
"  they  have  complied  with  the  provisions  of  this  act  so  as 
to  entitle  them  to  the  grant  as  above  provided."  (9  Stat. 
497).  Certainly,  there  is  no  provision  of  the  act  which  dis- 
poses or  gives  to  any  one  the  land  occupied  by  a  settler, 
who  died  before  the  completion  of  the  four  years  residence 
and  cultivation,  and  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act.  Sec- 
tion 8  does  not  help  the  plea  in  this  respect,  for  that 
manifestly  contemplates  only  the  case  of  the  death  of  a  set- 
tler after  the  passage  of  the  act.  "To  give  that  section 
any  other  than  a  prospective  operation  is  to  do  violence  to 
its  language;  and  the  mischief  resulting  from  giving  it  a 
retro-active  effect,  would  be  infinitely  greater  than  would 
follow  from  a  like  construction  of  section  4."  (Ford  v. 
Kennedy,  1  Or.  168). 

As  has  been  already  stated,  this  plea  assumes  that  sec- 
tion 4  of  the  Donation  Act  includes  settlers  upon  the  public 
lands  who  died  in  Oregon  before  the  passage  of  the  act. 
If  the  act  does  not  warrant  this  assumption,  then  this  plea 
is  insufficient,  without  reference  to  the  points  already  con- 
sidered. 

As  the  section  stands,  its  length  and  the  multi|)licity  and 
variety  of  provisions  and  qualifying  clauses  which  it  con- 
tains, not  affecting  this  question,  naturally  tend  to  obscure 
the  actual  connection  and  dependence  which  exist  between 
those  different  parts  of  it,  that  prescribe  who  may  take 
under  it.  Bead  with  these,  at  present  immaterial  clauses 
eliminated,  the  section  declares — ' '  That  there  shall  be  and 
hereby  is  granted  to  everj'  white  settler  or  occupant  of  the 
public  lands,  *  *  *  ^^^  residing  in  said  Terri- 
tory (Oregon),  and  who  shall  have  resided  upon  and  culti- 
vated the  same  for  four  consecutive  years,  *  *  * 
if  a  married  man,  *  *  *  the  quantity  of  one 
section,        *        *        *        one  half    to  himself   and  the 
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other  half  to  his  wife,  to  be  held  by  her  in  her  own  right; 
*  *  *  and  in  all  cases  where  such  married  persons 
have  complied  with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  so  as  to  en- 
title them  to  the  grant  as  above  provided,  whether  under 
the  provisional  government  of  Oregon,  or  since,  and  either 
shall  have  died  before  patent  issues,  the  survivor  and  chil- 
dren or  heirs  of  the  deceased  shall  be  entitled  to  the  share 
or  interest  of  the  deceased  in  equal  proportions." 

It  is  only  necessary  to  read  the  section  carefully  to  see 
that  the  "such  married  persons," must  refer  to  the  ante- 
cedent— a  settler  upon  the  public  lands  now  residing  in  said 
territory,  and  his  wife — whoever  and  wherever  she  may  be. 

This  settles  the  question  against' the  plea ;  Gillihan  was 
dead  when  the  act  passed.  No  grant  is  made  to  the  dead 
husband,  nor  does  any  enure  to  his  widow.  The  woman 
only  takes  on  account  of  her  wifeship,  and  not  as  a  setder. 
(Vandolf  v.  Otis,  1  Or.  156,  157.) 

The  words,  "and  if  either  shall  have  died  before  patent 
issues,"  are  easily  reconciled  with  this  conclusion;  and  if 
there  is  any  difficulty  in  so  doing,  they  must  yield  to  the 
clear  and  unqualified  language  descriptive  of  the  person  to 
whom  the  grant  was  made,  or  offered.  The  subsequent  pro- 
visions of  the  section  providing  for  the  disposition  of  the 
donation  upon  the  contingency  of  the  donee's  "death  before 
the  issuing  of  the  patent,  cannot  be  allowed  by  implication 
to  enlargS  the  terms  of  the  grant. 

The  act  contemplates  and  provides  for  the  issuing  of  a 
patent  to  the  settler  and  his  wife  at  some  future  time.  In 
the  meantime^  and  after  the  performance  of  the  conditions 
prescribed  by"" the  act,  the  settler  or  his  wife  might  die.  -  In 
contemplation  of  this  contingency,  which  might  happen  be- 
fore the  issuing  of  the  patent,  both  events  being  in  the 
future,  the  section  properly  and  grammatically  declares, 
"and  if  either  (the  settler  or  wife)  shall  have  died  before 
patent  issues,  the  survivor  and  children  or  heirs  of  the  de- 
ceased, shall  be  entitled  to  the  share  or  interest  of  the 
deceased,  in  equal  proportions." 

This  is  the  construction  which  was  given  to  this  section 
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by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  late  Territory  of  Oregon  in 
Ford  V.  Kennedy  (supra) ;  and  I  think  the  decision  in  that 
case  has  been  generally  accepted  as  correct,  by  the  profes- 
sion. The  evils  which  would  have  resulted  from  a  contrary 
construction  are  not  exaggerated  in  the  following  citation 
from  the  opinion  in  that  case  by  Ch.  J.  Williams : 

"To  construe  the  Donation  Act  so  as  to  invest  persons, 
dead  before  its  passage,  with  an  inheritable  interest  in  the 
public  lands  of  this  Territory,  would  be  not  only  to  give  the 
said  act  a  retrospective  operation,  contrary  to  a  sound  con- 
struction of  the  statute,  but  to  open  a  Pandora  box  of  evils 
upon  the  community ;  for  the  heirs  of  these  early  settlers, 
who  died  before  1850,  would  rise  up  with  their  unknown 
and  undiscoverable  titles  to  supplant  others  who  found  the 
.  land,  thus  claimed,  vacant,  and  took  it,  in  good  faith,  as  a 
part  of  the  public  domain." 

This  plea  is  insufficient  and  must  therefore  be  overruled. 

The  first  plea  assumes  that  a  party  not  in  "possession  can- 
not maintain  a  suit  in  equity  in  this  Court  for  partition. 
The  ground  of  this  objection  is  section  419  of  the  Civil 
Code  (Or.  Code,  255),  which  enacts  that  "persons  who  hold 
and  are  in  possession  of  real  property  as  tenants  in  common," 
may  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  for  partition. 

Counsel  for  the  defendant  argues  that  this  statute  limits 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  as  a  Court  of  equity.  No 
authority  was  cited  in  the  support  of  this  position,  but  sec- 
tion 34  of  the  Judiciary  Act  (1  Stat.  81)  seemed  to  be  relied 
upon.  This  section  provides,  that,  "The  laws  of  the  several 
States,  *  *  *  shall  be  regarded  as  rules  of  decision  in 
trials  at  common  law,  in  the  Courts  of  the  United  States, 
where  they  apply." 

But  this  section,  as  its  language  plainly  imports,  does  not 
extend  to  suits  in  equity,  and  it  has  even  been  construed  not 
to  extend  to  criminal  cases  at  common  law.  ( United  States  v. 
Beid  et  al,  12  How.  363.) 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  of  the  United  States  in 
equity  is  not  affected  by  the  statutes  of  the  State.  (Bobinson 
V.  Campbell,  3  Whea.  222  ;  United  States  v.  Howlmid,  4  Whea. 
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115.)  In  this  last  case  Chief  Justice  Marshall  says — "As 
the  Courts  of  the  Union  have  a  chancery  jurisdiction  in 
every  State,  and  the  Judiciary  Act  confers  the  same  chancery 
powers. upon  all,  and  gives  the  same  rule  of  decision,  its 
jurisdiction  in  Massachusetts  must  be  the  same  as  in  other 
States."  (See  also  Bussel  v.  Southard,  12  How.  147.)  In 
Neves  et  al.  v.  Scott  ei  al.  (13  How.  272),  the  Supreme  Court 
say — "Wherever  a  case  in  equity  may  arise  and  be  deter- 
mined, under  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  the 
same  principles  of  equity  must  be  applied  to  it,  and  it  is  for 
the  Courts  of  the  United  States,  and  for  this  Court  in  the 
last  resort,  to  decide  what  those  principles  are,  and  to  apply 
each  of  them  to  each  particular  case,  as  they  may  find  justly 
applicable  thereto.  *  *  But  in  all  the  States,  the  equity 
law,  recognized  by  the  Constitution  and  by  acts  of  Con- 
gress, and  modified  by  the  latter  is  administered  by  the 
Courts  of  the  United  States,  and  upon  appeal  by  this  Court." 

The  equity  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  not  being  limited  by 
section  419  of  the  Civil  Code,  the  right  of  the  complaiaants 
to  maintain  this  suit  for  partition  against  Starr,  depends 
upon  the  general  principles  of  equity  jurisprudence.  The 
jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of  equity  over  a  suit  for  partition,  so 
far  as  I  have  been  able  to  ascertain,  never  did  depend  upon 
the  possession  by  the  complainant.  Where  the  title  of  the 
complainant,  whether  it  be  legal  or  equitable,  is  not  doubt- 
ful or  suspicious,  equity  wHl  take  jurisdiction  and  decree 
partition,  without  reference  to  the  question  of  possession. 
But  in  the  case  of  an  alleged  legal  title,  when  either  of  these 
objections  appear,  it  is  usual,  first  to  send  the  complainant 
to  a  Court  of  law  to  try  his  title,  and  in  the  meantime  retain 
the  bill  to  await  the  result.  In  the  case  of  an  equitable 
title  the  court  of  equity  first  ascertains  the  title,  and  it 
found  for  the  complainant,  proceeds  to  make  partition. 
{Wilkin  V.  Wilkin,  1  John.  Ch.  117;  Coxe  v.  SmiJJi,  4  Id. 
276;  Matthewson  v.  Johnson,  Hoff.  Ch.  562;  4  Kent's  Com. 
364.) 

But  even  if  the  possession  by  the  complainants  was  neces- 
sary to  enable  them  to  maintain  this  suit,  they  must  be 
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deemed  to  be  in  possession.  The  possession  of  one  tenant 
in  common  is  that  of  his  co-tenants.  (Hitchcock  v.  Skinner, 
Hoff.  Ch.  E.  24).  This  decision  was  made  under  a 
statute  word  for  word  like  ours.  In  Brownell  v.  Brownell 
(19  Wend.  369),  the  Court  in  commenting  upon  the  same 
statute,  say:  "  Possession  would  follow  the  legal  title,  no 
adverse  possession  having  been  shown.  The  provisions  of 
the  statute  *  *  *  do  not  require  a  pedis  pos- 
sessio  to  entitle  a  party  to  institute  proceedings  in  partition." 

In  this  case,  the  plea  under  consideration  states  that  the 
defendant  is  in  the  exclusive  possession,  but  it  also  discloses 
the  fact  that  his  right  to  the  possession  depends  upon  the 
deed  of  Daniel  H.  to  Stout,  and  the  mesne  conveyances 
thereafter  to  himself.  The  plea  is  not  accompanied  by  an 
answer  denying  the  trust  upon  which  that  deed  was  made  to 
Stout  and  his  own  knowledge  of  it,  when  he  acquired  the 
title  conveyed  to  Stout.  For  aught  that  appears  in  the  plea, 
Starr  may  simply  hold  the  legal  title  to  the  interest  con- 
veyed to  Stout  in  trust  for  the  complainants.  But  waiving 
this  consideration,  as  the  matter  now  appears,  there  can  be 
no  pretense  that  Starr  acquired  any  other  interest  in  the 
block,  than  Daniel  H.  conveyed  to  Stout.  The  plea  does 
not  claim  any  more  than  this.  Yet  two  years  after  the  con- 
veyance to  Stout,  Daniel  H.  purchased  the  interest  of 
Isabella  Ellen  in  the  estate  of  her  mother.  This  was  an 
undivided  one  fifth.  This  interest  descended  to  the  com- 
plainants in  common  with  the  other  defendants,  heirs  of 
Daniel  H.  The  deed  to  Stout  was  a  simple  quitclaim  with- 
out covenants,  and  does  not  afiect  the  after  acquired  interest 
of  Daniel  H.  Allowing  Starr  then  all  the  interest  which  he 
can  or  does  claim  by  virtue  of  the  conveyance  to  Stout,  the 
complainants  are  at  least  seized  of  an  undivided  interest  in 
the  block.  They  and  he  are  tenants  in  common,  and  his 
possession  is  theirs  for  the  purpose  of  this  suit.  (Barnard 
V.  Pope.  14  Mass.  437.) 

This  plea  being  insufficient  must  be  overruled. 

As  a  matter  of  practice,  it  is  proper  to  add  that  in  equity 
a  defendant  is  not  allowed  to  plead  more  than  one  plea  to 
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the  bill,  without  special  leave  of  the  Court  first  obtained, 
and  such  leave  will  only  be  given  in  particular  cases,  when 
the  necessity  therefor  is  obvious.  (Story's  Eq.  Plead. 
§  667.) 

In  this  case  no  'bbjection  was  made  by  the  complainants, 
and  the  pleas  were  treated  as  if  pleaded  with  leave  of  the 
Court. 

W.  W.  Page  and  W.  Lair  Hill,  for  complainants. 

W.  W.  Chapman,  for  defendant  Starr. 


CIECUIT  COURT,  FEBRUARY  15,  1868. 

JAMES  FIELDS  v.  IDA  SQUIRES,  by  her  Guaedian,  WIL- 
LIAM E.  COOPEE. 

The  assignee  of  a  covenant  for  title,  may  maintain  a  suit  to  enforce  the  per- 
formance of  such  covenant,  against  the  heir  of  the  covenantor,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  interest  inherited,  although  such  covenant  was  the  joint 
covenant  of  the  ancestor  and  another,  and  such  heir  is  not  named  thejrein. 

A  covenant  which  runs  with  the  land,  is  divisible  into  as  many  parts  or  in- 
terests as  the  land  itself  may  be  divided  by  subsequent  successive  convey- 
ances, and  the  grantee  of  each  parcel  or  interest  may,  as  to  the  same, 
maintain  suit  upon  such  covenant  against  the  original  covenantor,  or  his 
legal  representatives. 

The  Donation  Act  (9  Stat.  497),  does  not  include  settlers  upon  the  public 
lands  in  Oregon,  who  died  before  its  passage — September  27,  1850. 

One  half  of  the  land  taken  by  a  married  settler,  under  the  Donation  Act,  be 
it  more  or  less,  enures  to  the  benefit  of  the  wife;  and  she  takes  the  same  in 
her  own  right,  as  the  direct  donee  of  the  United  States,  and  not  subject  to 
any  of  the  previous  acts  or  contracts  of  the  husband. 

A  grant  to  a  settler  under  the  Donation  Act,  does  not  take  effect  prior  to  the 
passage  of  such  act,  although  made  in  consideration,  or  on  account  of 
prior  residence  and  cultivation  thereon. 

On  June  25,  1850,  no  law  had  been  passed  by  Congress  for  the  disposal  of 
the  public  lands  in  Oregon,  and  it  was  well  known  to  all  persons  resident 
therein,  that  no  one  had  any  interest  in  such  lands,  except  the  bare  pos- 
session, and  on  said  day  Lownsdale,  Coffin  and  Chapman,  by  their  deed, 
wherein  they  described  themselves  as  proprietors  of  the  town  of  Portland, 
Oregon,  for  a  valuable  consideration  "thereby  released,  quit  claimed  and 
confirmed"  unto  said  Chapman,  block  G  in  said  town,  and  delivered  Mm 
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the  possession  thereof;  said  deed  contained  two  covenants — one  of  war- 
ranty against  all  claims,  the  United  States  excepted,  and  the  other  to  con- 
vey the  title  of  the  United  States  if  the  covenantors  obtained  the  same: 
Held,  that  the  grantee  in  said  deed  took  nothing  thereby,  except  the  actual 
interest  of  the  grantors  at  the  time — the  possession. 
By  the  first  of  said  oonvenants,  Lownsdale,  and  thosfli  claiming  under  him, 
are  rebutted  from  claiming  any  interest  in  block  G,  however  acquired,  ex- 
cept an  interest  or  title  derived  from  the  United  States. 
Nancy  Lownsdale,  the  wife  of  a  settler  under  section  4  of  the  Donation  Act 
died  intestate,  after  the  provisions  of  such  act  had  been  complied  with, 
and  before  the  issuing  of  a  patent  for  the  donation,  leaving  her  husband 
and  four  children  living:  Seld,  that  her  estate  in  the  land  was  a  quaUfled 
fee,  and  terminated  with  her  Ufe,  and  that  the  remainder  was  given  by 
said  section  i.  directly  to  said  husband  and  children  in  equal  parts,  who 
took  the  same  as  the  donees  of  the  United  States,  and  not  as  the  heirs  of 
said  Nancy;  and  that  the  interest  thus  acquired  by  said  husband,  is  within 
the  second  of  said  covenants — the  one  for  further  assurance. 
A  covenant  to  convey  a  particular  title  if  after  acquired  by  the  covenantor 
may  be  'enforced  by  a  suit  in  equity,  if  such  covenantor  neglect  to  perform 
the  same,  without  a  prior  demand  and  refusal. 
The  possession  delivered  with  the  deed  of  June  25,  1850,  was  a  sufficient 

estate  to  carry  the  covenants  therein  to  the  assignee  thereof. 
The  prohibition  contained  in  the  proviso  to  section  4  of  the  Donation  Act,  does 
not  include  covenants  or  contracts  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  such  act. 
The  deed  of  June  25,  1850,  is  not  within  section  6  of  the  act  of  September  29, 
1849,  to  regulate  conveyances,  and  therefore  cannot  be  construed  as  con- 
taining any  covenants  not  specially  set  forth  therein. 
In  the  year  1860,  Lownsdale  being  the  owner  of  one  fifth  of  Nancy's  share  of 
their  donation  as  above  stated,  purchased  the  interest  of  Isabella  Ellen,  one 
of  Nancy's  children  and  died  intestate,  in  1862,  leaving  children;  in  1864, 
the  proper  Court  of  the  State  partitioned  said  Nancy's  share  of  the  dopation, 
by  giving  three  fifths  thereof  to  the  three  children  of  Nancy,  and  the  other 
two  fifths  to  the  heirs  and  vendees  of  said  Lownsdale,  and  because  of  the  in- 
equality of  said  partition,  required  the  two  fifth  tract  to  pay  a  certain  amount 
of  owelty  to  said  children  of  Nancy:  Ekld,  that  by  this  partition,  Nancy's 
three  children  were  divested  of  their  interest  in  the  two  fifth  tract,  and 
Lownsdale's  heirs  were  divested  of  their  interest  in  the  three  fifth  tract, 
and  that  Lownsdale's  prior  vendees  of  anyfparticular  parcel  in  this  two  fifth 
tract  neither  gained  or  lost  by  this  partition,  but  can  only  claim  that  in- 
terest therein  which   their  deeds  from  Lownsdale  entitle  them  to,  dis- 
charged from  the  owelty. 
Estoppel  in  pais,  what  declarations  and  conduct  of  party  insufficient  to 
create, 

Deady,  J;  By  this  suit  the  complainant  seeks  to  have  his 
title  to  the  north  half  of  block  G  in  the  city  of  Portland  as- 
certained and  declared,  as  against  the  defendant,  and  also 
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to  obtain  a  decree  agaiast  such^  defendant  for  specific  per- 
formance of  the  covenant  of  her  ancestor  for  further  assur- 
ance, in  rfegard  to  said  block. 

From  the  bill  it  appears,  that  on  June  25,  1850,  Daniel 
H.  Lownsdale,  Stephen  Coffin  and  W.  W.  Chapman,  had 
surveyed  and  laid  off  divers  lots  and  blocks  in  the  town  of 
Portland,  and  made  a  map  thereof,  designating  the  same  by 
numbers  and  letters,  and  beiag  in  possession,  said  Lowns- 
dale, Coffin  and  Chapman  by  deed  of  that  date,  assumed 
and  represented  themselves  to  be  the  proprietors  of  the  town 
of  Portland,  and  "for  a  valuable  consideration,  thereby  re- 
leased, quitclaimed  and  confirmed,  unto  the  said  Chapman, 
to  have  and  to  hold  to  him  and  his  assigns  forever,  a  certain 
two  acre  block  of  land,  situate  in  said  town,  and  represented 
upon  the  map  thereof  by  the  letter  G,  and  then  and  there 
delivered  to  him  the  possession  thereof.  That  the  said 
grantors  in  and  by  said  deed  covenanted  to  and  with  the 
said  Chapman,  that  the  property  aforesaid,  unto  him,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  they  would  warrant  and  defend  against  all 
claims,  the  United  States  excepted;  and  that  if  they  should 
obtain  the  fee  simple  of  said  property  from  the  United 
States,  they  would  convey  the  same  to  the  said  Chap- 
man by  deed  of  general  warranty." 

That  on  March  7,  1851,  Chapman  sold  and  conveyed  the 
north  half  of  said  block  G  to  "William  Dobleblower,  and 
gave  him  possession,  and  that  on  August  27,  1852,  Doble- 
blower sold  and  conveyed  said  north  halt  to  complainant, 
and  gave  him  possession,  which  possession  he  still  retains. 

That  on  September  22,  1848,  said  Daniel  H.  being  a 
■widower  and  unmarried,  settled  on  the  tract  of  land  em- 
bracing block  G,  and  containiug  less  than  320  acres,  and 
continued  such  residence  and  settlement  for  more  than  four 
years  thereafter,  and  thereby  became  the  owner  of  the  same 
under  the  Donation  Act  of  September  27,  1850. 

That  in  the  year  1850  or  1851,  Daniel  H.  intermarried 
with  Nancy  Gillihan,  the  widow  of  William  Gillihan,  and  in 
April,  1854,  said  Nancy  died  intestate.  In  the  year  1862, 
Daniel  H.  died  intestate.     On  October  17,  1860,  a  patent 
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certificate  issued  from  the  U.  S.  land  office,  at  Oregon  City, 
for  tlie  land  settled  by  Daniel  H.,  to  him  and  the  heirs-at- 
law  of  his  deceased  wife,  in  which  certificate,  the  west  half 
of  said  tract  of  land  embracing  block  G,  was  assigned  to 
said  heirs-at-law. 

That  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  between  Daniel  H.  and 
said  Nancy,  the  former  was  the  father  of  three  children  by 
a  former  wife — namely:  James  P.  O.,  Mary  E.,  and  Sarah; 
and  the  said  Nancy  was  the  mother  of  two  children  by  her 
former  husband — WUliam  Gillihan — namely :  Isabella  EUen 
and  "William.  * 

That  in  the  year  1848,  Nancy  and  her  former  husband — 
Gillihan — settled  on  a  tract  of  land,  situate  on  Sauvie's 
island,  in  Multnomah  county,  containing  less  than  640  acres, 
and  continued  to  reside  upon  and  cultivate  the  same,  until 
some  time  in  the  year  1850,  when  said  Gillihan  died— having 
done  and  performed  all  things  in  and  upon  said  land,  as 
contemplated  by  thq  said  act  of  September  27,  1850,  up  to 
the  time  of  his  death,  by  means  whereof  the  widow  of  said 
Gillihan  became  and  was  entitled  to  the  one  half  of  said 
tract,  and  is  therefore  not  entitled  to  any  part  of  the  dona- 
tion claim  of  said  Daniel  H. 

That,  if  notwithstanding  the  premises,  the  said  Nancy  was 
entitled  to  a  part  of  the  donation  claim  of  the  said  Daniel 
H.,  she  had  notice,  and  good  reason  to  be  informed,  that 
the  said  Daniel  H.  had  sold  and  conveyed  block  G  as  afore- 
said, "and  that  she  took  such  part  subject  to  the  contract 
aforesaid  of  the  said  Daniel  H.,  and  that  her  heirs  and  as* 
signs  are  bound  thereby." 

That  on  the  death  of  Daniel  H.,  he  left  as  his  heirs-at-law, 
the  said  James  P.  O.,  Mary  E.  (now  wife  of  WiUiam  E. 
Cooper),  and  Ida  Squires  the  defendant,  and  Emma  Lamb, 
children  of  the  said  Sarah,  deceased,  and  Millard  O.  and 
Euth  A.,  children  of  the  said  Daniel  H.'  and  Nancy;  and  that 
on  the  death  of  the  said  Nancy,  she  left  as  her  heirs-at-law, 
the  said  William  and  Isabella  Ellen  Gillihan  and  the  said 
Millard  O.  and  Euth  A.  Lownsdale. 

That  in  the  year  1860,  Daniel  H.  purchased  from  the  said 
25  • 
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Isabella  Ellen  (then  intermarried  with  WiUiam  Potter)  and 
her  husband,  "  all  the  right,  title  and  interest  of  the  said  Isa- 
bella in  said  tract  of  land  as  the  heir  of  said  Nancy;"  and  that 
by  means  of  the  death  of  said  Nancy  and  the  purchase  afore- 
said, the  same  Daniel  H.  became  "  the  owner  and  holder  of 
the  title  of  the  government  of  the  United  States  of  two  fifths 
of  the  lands  alleged  to  be  patented  to  the  said  heirs  of 
Nancy,"  including  block  G,  and  that  thereupon  "the  said 
two  fifths  interest  in  the  north  half  of  said  block  enured  to 
the  use  and  benefit  of  the  complainant." 

That  in  1864,  the  said  William  Gillihan,  Jr.,  by  his 
guardian  Martin  Gillihan,  commenced  a  suit  in  the  Circuit 
Court  for  the  county  of  Multnomah,  State  of  Oregon,  for  a 
partition  of  the  tract  of  land  patented  to  the  heirs-at-la,w  of 
Naney,  claiming  in  such  suit  to  be  entitled  to  one  imdivided 
fifth  thereof;  and  that  the  heirs-at-law  of  both  Daniel  H. 
and  Nancy,  as  well  as  the  grantees  and  assignees  of  the 
former  were  made  parties  to  such  suit;. and  that  by  the  de- 
cree rendered  therein,  the  said  two  fifths  of  said  tract  of  land 
was  recognized  as  having  belonged  to  said  Daniel  H.,  "with 
all  the  equities  in  partition."  And  divers  lots  and  blocks  in 
said  tract  having  been  before  then  laid  off  and  "disposed 
of"  by  the  said  Daniel  H.  and  improved  by  different  per- 
sons, were  allotted  to  the  heirs,  grantees  and  assignees  of 
the  said  Daniel  H. ;  and  to  make  partition  equal  the  said  lots 
and  blocks  were  severally  encumbered  with  large  sums  of 
money,  which  if  not  paid  within  a  specified  time,  should  be 
sold  to  pay  the  same;  and  that  if  any  claiming  under  the  said 
Daniel  H.,  and  paying  such  assessments,  should  be  after- 
wards evicted,  that  the  sum  so  paid  and  interest  should  con- 
tinue a  lien  on  the  particular  tract  for  reimbursement.  That 
the  said  block  G  was  among  the  blocks  so  assigned  in  parti- 
tion to  the  heirs  and  grantees  of  the  said  Daniel  H.,  and  the 

sum  of  $998.79,  and  $ costs,  was  assessed  upon  the 

north  half  of  said  block,  which  the  complainant  was  com- 
pelled to  and  did  pay  to  prevent  the  same  from  being  sold. 

That  the  defendant,  Ida  Squires,  though  a  resident  and 
citizen  of  Kentucky,  had  a  guardian  Qihe  said  WUliam  E. 
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Cooper),  a  resident  of  tlie  city  of  Portland,  and  that  said 
guardian  and  his  ward  well  knew  that  the  complainant  was 
about  to  pay  said  sum,  claiming  this  property  as  his  own, 
yet  neither  of  them  made  any  objection  thereto,  but  suffered 
and  encouraged  the  complainant  to  pay  the  same:  "Whereby 
the  said  Daniel  H,  in  his  lifetime  and  his  heirs-at-law  since 
his  death,  became  and  are  bound  to  convey  the  said  half 
block  to  your  orator,  by  a  good  and  sufficient  deed;"  and 
that  the  said  Ida  Squires,  by  virtue  of  the  covenants  in  the 
deed  of  June  25,  1850 — the  possession  of  the  complainant, 
and  the  said  decree  and  the  payment  of  the  assessment 
thereunder  is  estopped  to  set  up  the  title  of  the  said  Daniel 
H.,  so  obtained  as  aforesaid,  as  a  defence  to  the  suit  of  the 
complainant. 

That  the  defendant  paid  Dobleblower  $250  for  the  prem-^ 
ises  in  question,  and  has  since  expended  about  $2,700  in 
improving  the  same,  and  that  his  possession  from  the  date 
of  such  purchase  until  the  present  time  has  been  visible  and 
notorious,  to  the  knowledge  of  Daniel  H.  and  Nancy  while 
living,  and  of  the  heirs  of  the  former  since  his  decease;  and 
that  at  the  date  of  such  purchase,  Daniel  H.  "  assured  the 
complainant  that  the  title  was  good,"  which  assurance  said 
Daniel  H.  in  his  lifetime  '  frequently'  repeated  to  the  com- 
plainant— ^by  means  whereof  the  defendant  as  heir-at-law  of 
Daniel  H.,  is  estopped  and  ought  to  be  barred  from  assert- 
ing any  claim  to  the  premises,  or  denying  your  orator's 
right  thereto." 

Thq  defendant  demurs  to  the  bill,  and  maintains  in  argu- 
ment, that  upon  the  facts  stated,  the  oomplainant  is  not  en- 
titled to  any  relief. 

The  objections  of  the  defendant,  as  specified  in  the  de- 
•  murrer  and  developed  and  amplified  on  the  argument,  in- 
volve the  consideration  of  questions,  some  of  which,  besides 
being  interesting  in  themselves,  are  of  the  highest  practical 
importance  to  this  community. 

The  deed  is  objected  to  as  inoperative  and  void  because 
Chapman  is  both  grantor  and  grantee,  covenantor  and  coven- 
antee, therein.     Of  course,   Chapman  could  not  grant  to 
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himself  or  covenant  witli  himself.  So  much  of  the  deed 
may  be  treated  as  surplusage — a  blunder  of  the  scrivener. 
There  still  remains,  the  grant  and  the  covenants  of  Lowns- 
dale  and  Coffin  to  and  with  Chapman,  and  these  are  easily 
and  fairly  divisible  and  separable  from  the  void  and  re- 
pugnant grant  and  covenants  by  Chapman  to  and  with  himself. 

Waiving  this  objection,  it  is  further  objected,  that  the 
covenants  with  Chapman  by  Lownsdale  and  Coffin  are  joint 
and  not  several,  and  that  therefore  the  remedy  upon  them 
must  be  joint — against  both  Lownsdale  and  Coffin  or  their, 
representatives. 

Counsel  for  the  complainant  maintains  that  equity  will 
treat  these  covenants  as  joint  or  several,  and  among  others 
cites,  Duvall  v.  Craig  (2  "Whea.  45,  and  1  Story's  Eq.  162-3). 
^But  neither  of  these  authorities  support  the  position.  In 
Duvall  V.  Craig  (supra),  the  question  was  not  whether  the 
covenant  could  be  treated  as  joint  or  several,  but  what  con- 
stituted a  breach  of  it.  The  case  only  decides  that  a  joint 
covenant  against  encumbrances  is  broken  by  an  encumbrance 
suffered  or  done  by  a  part  of  the  covenantors,  and  that  aU 
the  covenantors  are  liable  for  such  breach.  To  the  same 
effect  is  Meriton's  case  (Noy's  E.  86)  cited  in  the  note  to 
Duvall  V.  Craig.  There  the  lessors  covenanted  against  any 
encumbrance  made  by  them.  One  of  the  lessors  made  a 
lease  to  a  stranger.  In  an  action  on  the  covenant  against 
both  lessors,  it  was  held  that  the  act  of  one  constituted  a 
breach,  for  which  the  lessors  were  jointly  liable. 

The  citation  from  Story  only  goes  to  the  extent,  that  in 
equity  a  joint  debt  wiU  be  deemed  tlte  several  debt  of  each 
of  the  contractors  in  a  certaiu  class  of  cases,  from  the  fact 
— either  proven  or  presumed  from  the  nature  of  the  transac- 
tion— that  each  of  the  contractors  had  the  benefit  of  the. 
money  advanced,  or  that  the  joint  obligation  has  been  given 
to  pay  an  antecedent  debt,  for  which  all  the  obligors  were 
severally  liable.  But  "when  the  obligation  exists  only  in 
virtue  of  the  covenant,  its  extent'  can  be  measured  only  by 
the  words  in  which  it  is  conceived."  (1  Story  Eq.  163.) 
The  general  rule  upon  this  subject  seems  to  be  well  ex- 
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pressed  in  Eawle  on  Covenants,  578 — "Whether  the  liabil- 
ity created  by  the  covenant  be  joint  or  several,  or  joint  and 
several,  obviously  depends  upon  the  terms  in  which  it  is 
expressed.  Where  an  obligation  is  created  by  two  or  more, 
the  general  presumption  is  that  it  is  joint,  and  words  of 
severance  are  required  in  order  to  confine  the  liability  of  the 
covenantor  to  his  own  acts." 

In  support  of  the  text  the  author  cites  among  others.  Com- 
ings V.  Little  (24  Pick.  266).  In  this  case  the  Court  say, 
"The  distinction  is  this:  Where  a  man  covenants  with  two 
or  more  jointly,  and  the  interest  and  cause  of  action  of  the 
covenantees  is  several,  each  of  the  covenantees  may  bring 
an  action  for  his  particular  damage,  notwithstanding  the 
words  of  the  covenant  are  joint.  But  when  two  persons 
covenant  jointly  with  another,  a  joint  action  lies  for  the 
covenantee  on  a  breach  of  the  covenant  by  one  of  the  parties 
only,  because  they  are  sureties  for  each  other  for  the  due 
performance  of  the  covenant." 

In  the  case  under  consideration  the  covenants  are  joint — 
they  are  the  joint  contracts  of  Lownsdale  and  Coffin  with 
Chapman.  An  action  at  law  for  the  breach  of  these  cove- 
nants could  not  be  maintained  against  either  of  the  cove- 
nantors separately.  But  this  is  a  suit  in  equity,  not  for 
damages  for  a  breach,  but  to  declare  the  legal  effect  of  the 
one  covenant  and  obtain  the  specific  performance  of  the 
other,  as  against  the  heir  of  one-  of  the  covenantors  on 
account  of  her  interest  in  the  land  embraced  in  the  covenant 
of  her  ancestor.  As  appears.  Coffin  has  no  interest  in  the 
land  and  can  claim  none.  At  the  date  of  these  covenants 
this  was  public  land  of  the  United  States,  and  it  must  have 
been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  that  if  the 
property  was  subsequently  acquired  from  the  United  States, 
it  would  be  by  one  of  the  covenantors  and  not  all  of  them. 
In  such  a  case,  I  think  the  rule  of  law  applicable  to  actions 
at  law  wherein  the  covenantee  seeks  to  recover  damages 
from  the  covenantors  for  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  does  not 
apply. 

T^e  defendant  as  heir-at-law  of  Lownsdale  appears  to 
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have  inherited  a  separate  interest  in  the  property  in  ques- 
tion, of  which  the  complainant  by  this  suit  seeks  to  obtain  a 
conveyance  on  account  of  the  covenant  of  her  ancestor. 
The  suit  is  to  enforce  performance  of  this  covenant,  not  as  a 
whole  but  as  to  a  separate  interest,  which  has  descended  to 
this  heir,  and  as  to  such  interest  no  other  person  is  liable  or 
interested  as  defendant ;  nor  can  such  covenant  be  enforced 
in  this  particular  against  any  other  person,  than  this  de- 
fendant. 

Counsel  for  the  defendant  also  object  that  the  heir  is  not 
liable  upon  these  covenants,  because  not  named  therein. 
The  authorities  cited  in  support  of  this  position,  are  cases 
that  arose  under  the  ancient  feudal  warranty,  and  not  the 
personal  covenants  contained  in  modem  conveyances.  Com- 
mon law  warranty  was  created  without  covenant,  and  was  a 
natural  incident  of  the  feudal  tenure.  By  the  joint  opera- 
tion of  the  Statutes  de  bigamis  and  quia  empiores,  the  law 
was  changed  so  that  this  warranty  did  not  have  the  effect  to 
bind  the  heirs  unless  mentioned  in  it.  (Bawle  on  Covenants, 
2,  3,  203.)  ^  The  authorities  cited  refer  to  this  kind  of  war- 
ranty and  are  not  applicable  to  the  case  under  consideration. 

The  covenants  in  this  deed  are  deemed  to  run  with  the 
land,  "and  pass  to  the  heirs  of  the  purchaser  and  also  to 
all  persons  claiming  under  him,  who  may  maintain  actions 
againsit  them,  against  the  vendor  or  his  heirs."  (Cruise's  Dig. 
T.  32,  C.  26,  g  66.)  Iri  support  of  this  rule  the  author  last 
quoted  cites  from  4  Ves.  370,  as  follows:  "EachelBoyes 
and  her  son  conveyed  a  copyhold  estate  to  a  mortgagee  by 
lease  and  release  and  covenanted  for  further  assurance.  The 
son  died ;  and  the  mortgagee  filed  his  bill  against  the  cus- 
tomary heir  of  the  son,  who  was  an  infant ;  praying  that  he 
might  be  decreed  to  surrender  the  estate  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  Master  of  the  roUs  (Sir  E.  P.  Arden)  said,  he  was 
clearly  of  the  opinion  that  this  covenant  was  a  contract  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  affecting  tJpe  land  and  would  affect 
the  heir.  And  by  the  decree  it  was  declared  that  the  cov- 
enant in  the  mortgage  deed,  bound  the  land  descended  to 
the  defendant." 
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To  tlie  extent  wliicli  these  covenants  affect  tlie  land,  the 
heir  is  bound  by  them,  though  not  named  in  them,  so  far  as 
any  interest  which  she  may  have  by  descent  from  the  cov- 
enantor. Being  so  bound,  the  grantee  or  his  assigns  are  en- 
titled to  maintain  this  suit  against  the  heir,  as  they  would 
against  the  ancestor  if  now  living. 

Counsel  for  defendant  further  object  that  the  complainant 
is  not  the  assignee  of  the  covenants  in  the  deed,  because  he 
is  the  grantee  of  only  one  half  of  flie  premises  embraced  in 
the  deed  and  to  which  the  covenants  relate.  This  objection 
rests  upon  the  consideration  that  the  covenantor  ought 
not  to  be  subject  to  a  multiplicity  of  separate  suits,  by  sub- 
sequent grantees  of  separate  parcels  of  land,  which  he  con- 
veyed and  covenanted  concerning  as  a  whole.  But  the  law 
after  some  fluctuation,  seems  now  to  be  well  settled  other- 
wise. 

In  2  Washburne's  Eeal  Property,  662,  the  author  says : 
"  The  action  for  breach  of  this  covenant  (of  warranty), 
should  be  brought  by  him  who  is  the  owner  of  the  land, 
and,  as  such,  the  assignee  of  the  covenant,  at  the  time  it 
is  broken.  Such  covenant  is  moreover  susceptible  of  divi- 
sion info  as  many  parts  or  interests,  as  the  land  itself  shall  be 
divided  into  by  subsequent  successive  conveyances,  so  that 
if  A  convey  to  B  two  parcels  by  one  deed,  with  a  convenant 
of  warranty,  and  B  sells  one  of  them  to  C  who  is  evicted  by 
an  elder  title  of  the  parcel  so  purchased  by  him,  he  may 
have  covenant  in  respect  to  the  same  against  A."  The  same 
rule  is  laid  down  as  to  all  the  covenants  which  run  with  the 
land  in  Eawle  on  Covenants,  354^5.  Eawle  cites  the 
opinion  of  Lord  St.  Leonards  (Sugden  on  Vendors),  and 
says:  "This  view  of  the  law  has  been  adopted  in  this  coun- 
try." The  opinion  cited  was  upon  a  similar  case  to  the  one 
put  by  Washbume.  "  The  better  opinion  seems  to  be,  that 
an  alienee  of  one  of  the  estates  could  maintain  covenant 
against  the  covenantor  where  the  covenants  run  with  the 
land,  and  as  such,  an  action  would  lie  either  for  damages, 
which  would  be  measured  by  the  loss  of  the  assignee,  as  far 
as  he  might  be  entitled  to  recover  it  under  the  covenant,  or 
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for  an  act  to  he  done,  e.  g.  further  assurance,  wMch  migJd  be 
confined  to  the  particular  proportion  of  the  property.  It  does 
not  seem  that  any  injustice  would  arise  by  suffering  several 
covenants  to  lie,  although  it  might  expose  the  covenantor  to 
inconvenience,  whereas  the  denial  of  the  right  to  each  as- 
signee might  lead  to  positive  injustice,  or  if  not,  to  greater 
inconvenience  on  their  part." 

One  of  the  grounds  for  the  relief  prayed  for  in  the  biU,  is 
that  Nancy  did  not  take*any  share  or  interest  in  the  dona- 
tion of  Daniel  H.,  and  therefore  Daniel  H.  acquired  the 
whole  of  such  donation  from  the  United  States,  including ' 
the  premises  in  controversy.  The  reason  alleged  is,  that 
Nancy  was  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  donation  of  her  former 
husband — Gillihan,  and  therefore  disqualified  to  take  a  share 
of  the  donation  of  Daniel  H.,  on  account  of  the  proviso  to 
section  5  of  the  Donation  Act  (9  Stat.  497);  "That  no 
person  shall  ever  receive  a  patent  for  more  than  one  dona- 
tion of  land  in  said  territory,  in  his  or  her  own  right." 

From  the  statements  in  the  biU,  it  appears  that  Gillihan 
had  not  completed  his  four  years  residence  upon  the  land 
on  Sauvie's  island  at  the  time  of  his  death,  so  as  to  entitle 
Nancy  to  claim  as  his  wife  under  section  4  of  the  Donation 
Act;  and  moreover,  Gillihan  being  dead  at  the  passage  of 
the  act — September  27,  1850 — was  not  comprehended  in  the 
grant  made  by  said  section  4,  and  therefore  Nancy  could 
not  claim  a  donation  as  his  wife  in  the  land  occupied  by 
him  during  his  life.  This  question  must  be  considered  as 
not  open  to  argument  in  this  Court,  and  needs  no  further 
discussion.  {Ford  v.  Kennedy  et  al.,  1  Or.  166;  Lamb  etal. 
V.  Starr,  Ante, — .) 

But  the  complainant  further  contends  that  Nancy  was  not 
entitled  to  take  a  share  of  the  donation  of  Daniel  H.,  be- 
cause such  donation  only  included  the  number  of  acres 
(320),  which  he  was  entitled  to  hold  as  a  single  man,  but 
that  if  she  is  allowed  to  take  in  such  donation,  she  must  take 
subject  to  the  acts  and  contracts  of  Daniel  H.  before  her 
marriage  with  him,  and  of  which  she  then  had  notice. 

The  facts  stated  in  the  iiU,  from  which  this  conclusion  is 
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drawn,  are,  that  Daniel  H.  settled"  upon  his  donation  in 
1848,  and  that  it  contained  less  than  320  acres.  That  in 
1850  he  married  Nancy — ^prior  to  the  passage  of  the  Dona- 
tion Act,  and  after  the  deed  to  Chapman,  of  which  she  then 
had  notice. 

Upon  the  first  part  of  this  position  arises  the  question : — 
Can  a  married  man  exclude  his  wife  from  the  benefit  of  the 
doiiation  provided  for  her  in  section  4  of  the  Donation  Act  by 
simply  limiting  his  settlement  to  the  quantity  of  land  thereby 
granted  to  a  single  man;  or,  in  other  words,  can  a  married 
man  claim  and  receive  a  grant  as  a  single  man?  The  lan- 
guage of  the  section  is : — "  There  hereby  is  granted  to  every 
white  settler  *  *  *  the  quantity  of  one  half  section,  if 
a  single  man,  and  if  a  married  man  *  *  *  the  quantity 
of  one  section  *  *  *  one  half  to  himself  and  the  other  half 
to  his  wife,  to  be  held  by  her  in  her  own  right." 

The  evident  policy  of  the  law  was  to  give  to  husband  and 
wife  an  equal  quantity  of  land,  imposing  upon  the  husband, 
as  the  head  of  the  family,  the  burden  of  performing  the 
services  upon  which  the  grant  is  conditioned,  coupled  with 
the  right  of  selection,  within  the  limits  of  the  act,  as  to  place 
and  quantity. 

The  settlement  of  a  married  man  is  intended  for  the  bene- 
fit of  his  wife  as  well  as  himself — to  enable  her  to  obtain  her 
equal  share  of  the  bounty  of  the  grantor.  A  married  man 
may  occupy  less  land  than  the  law  permits.  He  may  have 
good  reasons  for  so  doing.  A  particular  half  section  may 
be  deemed  of  more  value  than  any  whole  section,  open  to 
settlement.  In  this  respect  the  act  commits  the  interest  of 
the  wife  to  the  judgment  and  thrift  of  the  husband.  But 
he  cannot  change  the  law  and  elect  to  take  as  a  single  man 
to  the  exclusion  of  his  wife.  The  exclusive  power  of  the 
husband  is  confined  to  the  selection  and  location  of  the 
land.  In  any  event,  the  land  embraced  in  the  settlement, 
whether  a  whole  section  or  less,  is  granted  to  the  husband 
and  wife  in  equal  parts.  Even  the  division  of  the  donation 
is  beyond  his  control,  as  the  act  vests  the  power  ' '  to  designate 
the  part  enuring"  to  each  in  the  officers  of  the  land  office. 
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Neither  did  Nancy  take  lier  half  of  the  donation  subject 
to  the  deed  of  her  husband  to  Chapman,  whether  she  had 
notice  of  it  or  not.  At  the  date  of  the  deed  and  the  mar- 
riage, this  was  public  land  of  the  Uiiited  States.  None  of 
the  parties  had  any  interest  in  it,  or  claimed  any  power 
over  it  beyond  the  bare  possession.  Subsequently,  Con- 
gress by  statute  granted  the  west  half  of  the  donation  to 
Nancy  in  her  own  right.  These  words — "  to  be  held  by  her 
in  her  own  right,"  were  not  inserted  in  the  act  without  a 
purpose.  It  appears  that  they  were  placed  there  for  the  ex- 
press purpose  of  excluding  the  conclusion  that  she  took  in 
right  of '  or  through  her  husband,  and  that  therefore  she 
would  take  subject  to  the  previous  acts  and  contracts  of  her 
husband— as  an  heir  from  an  ancestor,  or  a  vendee  from  a 
vendor.  True,  the  services  upon  which  the  grant  is  condi- 
tioned are  to  be  performed  by  the  husband,  yet  by  the  terms 
and  manifest  intention  of  the  act,  the  wife  takes  and  holds 
as  the  direct  donee  of  the  United  States  as  much  as  though 
she  was  a  stranger  to  the  husband.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, Daniel  H.  had  the  same  power  to  affect  or  encum- 
ber his  neighbor's  donation,  by  a  deed  to  Chapman,  as  his 
wife's.  The  question  of  notice  is  immaterial,  as  there  is  no 
privity  between  Nancyand  her  husband.  (Carter  y.  Chapman, 
2  Or.  95.) 

Neither  did  the  grant  relate  back  to  the  date  of  the  settle- 
ment by  Daniel  H.  in  1848,  so  as  to  give  effect  to  his  deed 
to  Chapman,  before  Nancy  became  his  wife.  The  grant  was 
subsequent  to  the  marriage,  and  "Although  the  act  of  Con- 
gress grants  the  land  on  aceov/nt  of  the  prior  residence  and 
cultivation,  the  grant  itself  cannot  be  said  to  take  effect  be- 
fore it  was  made— the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act.  A 
grant  of  land  by  statute  for  considerations  transpiring  years 
before,  as  for  military  services,  takes  effect  from  the  date 
of  the  grant,  and  not  the  performance  of  the  service.  In 
point  of  time  the  grant  and  the  cause  or  consideration  of  it, 
may  be  identical  or  widely  separated."  {Chapman  v.  School 
District  No.  1,  et  al.,  Ante,  108;  McCrackin  v.  Wright,  14 
John.  193;  AReny.  Parish,  3  Ham.  107.) 
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Before  considering  tlie  nature  and  effect  of  the  covenants 
in  the  deed,  it  will  be  necessary  and  proper  to  examine  the 
condition  of  the  subject  matter  described  in  the  premises, 
and  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  interest  thereby  released, 
quitclaimed  and  confirmed.  Covenants  cannot  enlarge  the 
premises  of  the  deed,  but  the  latter  may  and  often  do  con- 
trol the  former.  ' '  The  covenant  of  warranty  is  often  limited 
and  defined  by  the  subject  matter  of  the  grant,  as  where  the 
deed  only  purports  to  convey  the  right,  title  and  interest  of 
the  grantor."  (2  Washburne's  Real  Property,  665;  Blancli- 
ard\.  Brooks,  12  Pick.  66-67;  Comstock  v.  Smith,  13  Id. 
120.) 

From  the  language  of  the  bill  it  might  be  inferred  by  a 
stranger  that  the  grantors  in  this  deed  imdertook  as  owners  of 
the  land  to  convey  the  land,  and  that  the  grantee  accepted  the 
conveyance  upon  the  faith  of  this  undertaking  or  representa- 
tion. But  nothing  would  be  more  erroneous  than  this  impres- 
sion, or  more  unjust  to  the  parties  concerned.  As  a  matter  of 
law  and  public  history,  it  is  well  known  to  the  Court,  that 
at  the  date  of  this  deed  the  title  to  lands  in  Oregon  was  in 
the  United  States,  and  that  no  law  had  been  passed  to  dis- 
pose of  it.  This  was  as  well  known  to  the  people  of  Oregon 
at  that  day — ^the  parties  to  this  deed  included — as  that  they 
were  living  in  a  territory,  and  not  a  State.  At  the  same 
time  these  lands  were  freely  occupied  by  the  inhabitants  of 
the  country,  holding,  as  between  themselves,  under  the  laws 
of  the  provisional  government,  the  bare  possession.  It  is 
also  true,  that  at  the  date  of  this  deed  and  for  years  before, 
it  was  confidently  expected  that  Congress  would — as  they 
afterwards  did — pass  an  act  donating  these  lands  to  actual 
settlers.  In  June,  1850,  the  matter  was  specially  before 
Congress,  and  the  result  was  the  passage  of  the  Donation 
Act  of  September  following. 

Under  these  circumstances  this  deed  was  made,  and  it  is 
unreasonable  to  suppose  that  it  was  either  executed  or  re- 
ceived upon  the  impression  that  the  grantors  were  the  pro- 
prietors of  the  soil  or  had  any  interest  in  it — particularly 
when  it  appars  that  Chapman,  the  grantee  in  the  deed^as 
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in  fact  one  of  the  grantors  and  parties  in  possession.  But 
the  most  casual  examination  of  the  deed  itself,  wiU  show 
this  to  be  so.  The  operative  words  in  the  premises  of  the 
deed  are  those  of  release  and  quitclaim.  And  although  by 
the  deed  as  set  forth  in  the  bill,  the  grantors  "released, 
quit  claimed  and  confirmed  "  the  block  of  land  to  the  grantee, 
yet  the  natural  and  legal  import  of  these  words  is  not  to 
assert  that  the  grantors  had  then  any  particular  estate  or  in- 
terest in  the  land.  This  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  his- 
toric fact,  that  the  grantors  had  then  nothing  in  the  block 
but  the  possession,  with  what  may  be  called  an  expectancy 
of  title  from  the  United  States,  it  may  be  safely  concluded 
that  the  deed  only  passed  the  actual  interest  of  the  grantors 
— the  possession.  This  was  all  the  grantee  took  or  could 
have  expected  at  the  time;  and  this  is  evident  from  the  cov- 
enants which  he  took  as  security  for  the  future. 

These  covenants  are  two  in  number,  and  both  special  or 
limited.  The  first  is  a  warranty  against  all  claims — the 
United  States  eoccepted;  and  the  second  is  for  special  further 
assurance — that  if  the  grantors  should  obtain  the  fee  simple 
from  the  United  States,  they  would  convey  the  same  to  the 
grantee  by  deed  of  general  warranty.  The  title  of  the  United 
States  is  excepted  in  the  covenant  of  warranty  and  in  the 
covenant  for  further  assurance,  it  is  plainly  asserted  that  the 
title  was  then  in  the  United  States.  By  this  deed  only  the 
right  to  the  possession — ^the  then  estate  of  the  grantors — 
passed  to  the  grantee.  By  the  first  covenant  Daniel  H.  and 
those  claiming  under  him  are  rebutted  from  claiming  any 
interest  in  the  premises,  however  acquired,  except  an  ia- 
terest  or  title  derived  from  the  United  States.  The  title  of 
the  United  States  being  expressly  excepted  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  warranty,  Daniel  H.,  if  living,  would  not  be  pre- 
vented thereby,  from  asserting  such  title  to  the  land,  if  by 
any  means  he  should  acquire  it.  The  same  is  true  of  his 
heir — the  present  defendant.  This  covenant  is  exactly  sim- 
ilar to  the  covenant  in  Cole  v.  Hawes  (2  John's  Cases,  203), 
which  was  to  warrant  the  bargained  premises  against  aU 
clpms,  ecccepi  the  lord  of  the  soil.     In  that  case  the  Court 
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held  that  the  -warranty  did  not  extend  to  the  title  or  claim 
of  the  lord  of  the  soil — the  owner  of  the  fee  simple..  So 
here,  the  title  of  the  then  lord  of  the  soil — the  United  States — 
is  excepted  from  the  warranty.  As  it  appears  then  from  the 
bill,  that  the  alleged  interest  of  the  defendant  in  the  prem- 
ises is  derived  from  the  United  States,  it  is  not  within  the 
warranty  of  her  ancestor,  nor  in  any  manner  affected  by  it. 
Upon  this  covenant  the  complainant  is  not  entitled  to  any 
relief  against  the  defendant. 

The  second  covenant  binds  Daniel  H.,  if  he  should  obtain 
the  fee  simple  from  the  United  States,  to  convey  the  same 
to  the  grantee.  This  covenant  is  binding  upon  all  persons 
claiming  by,  through  or  under  Daniel  H.  It  being  decided 
that  Nancy  took  a  share  in  the  donation  of  paniel  H.,  it  is 
admitted  that  the  latter  never  acquired,  by  any  means,  more 
than  an  undivided  two  fifths  of  the  premises  in  question, 
and  that  of  this  interest  he  died  seized,  and  it  descended  to 
hisheirs-at-law. 

If  Daniel  H.  obtained  this  interest  from  the  United  States, 
it  is  within  the  covenant,  and  his  grantee  is  entitled  to  a 
conveyance  from  the  heirs,  but  if  he  did  not,  it  descended 
to  the  latter  unaffected  by  the  covenant. 

As  to  the  acquisition  of  these  two  fifths,  the  case  is  this — 
Nancy  having  died  intestate,  before  the  issuing  of  the 
patent,  her  share  of  the  donation,  by  direction  of  section 
4  of  the  act,  went  to  Daniel  H.  and  her  four  children  in 
equal  proportions.  Some  years  afterwards,  Daniel  H.  pur- 
chased the  interest  of  Isabella  Ellen,  one  of  these  children. 

The  fifth  purchased  from  Isabella  Ellen,  was  not  obtained 
by  the  covenantor /rom  the  United  States,  and 'is  therefore 
not  within  his  covenant  to  convey. 

As  has  been  shown,  at  the  date  of  this  deed,  it  was  ex- 
pected that  Congress  would  or  might  give  this  land  to 
Daniel  H.  Upon  the  faith  of  this  expectation.  Chapman 
took  this  deed  of  release  to  himself,  with  the  covenant  of 
further  assurance,  if  this  expectation  should  be  realized. 
Beyond  the  right  to  the  possession,  as  against  the  grantors, 
Chapman  took  nothing  by  that  deed  but  a  possibility^^Ae 
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promise  of  a  cliance — that  if  Congress  gave  the  land  to  Daniel 
H.,  the  latter  would  convey  it  to  him,  his  heirs,  or  assigns. 
This  must  have  been  the  understanding  and  intention  of  all 
the  parties  to  the  deed  at  the  time.  Upon  this  contingency 
the  deed  was  made,  and  the  covenants  entered  into.  As  to 
this  fifth,  the  chance  failed — the  contingency  did  not  hap- 
pen— and  so  far  the  covenant  never  became  operative. 
Congress  gave  the  land  to  Nancy,  and  she  dying  before 
patent,  this  fifth  went  to  Isabella  BUen.  The  latter  by  this 
means  became  the  absolute  owner  of  this  interest  and  could 
dispose  of  it  as  she  saw  proper.  Waiving  the  question  of 
whether  she  took  as  the  heir  of  her  mother  or  the  donee  of 
the  United  States,  it  is  sufiicient  that  she  was  neither  the 
child  or  heir  pf  Daniel  H.,  and  did  not  claim  under  or 
through  him.  Her  interest  came  to  her  unaffected  by  any 
acts  or  contracts  of  Daniel  H.  When  the  latter  purchased 
it,  he  in  no  sense  obtained  it  from  the  United  States,  and 
was  therefore  not  bound,  either  in  law  or  morals,  to  convey 
it  to  the  grantee  in  the  deed  of  Jime  25,  1850.  (2  Wash- 
burne's  Eeal  Property,  665;  Kawle  on  Cov.  192;  Comstock 
V.  Smith,  13  Pick.  119;  Blanchard  v.  Brooks,  12  Pick.  66; 
Ellis  et  al.  v.  Welch,  6  Mass.  250.) 

As  to  the  other  fifth,  the  solution  of  the  question  is  not  so 
apparent  and  simple.  After  careful  consideration  of  the 
authors  and  authorities  upon  the  subject — ^keeping  in  view 
in  the  meantime,  the  expectation  and  intention  of  the  parties 
to  the  deed,  I  have  concluded  that  Daniel  H.  took  this  in- 
terest, not  by  descent  as  the  heir  to  Nancy,  but  directly 
from  the  United  States,  as  its  donee. 

There  are  only  two  ways  of  acquiring  real  property,  one 
by  descent,  the  other  hj  purchase.  If  a  person  does  not  take 
as  heir,  he  takes  hj  purchase,  no  matter  how  he  acquires  his 
title. 

At  the  death  of  Nancy— April  15,  1854— there  was  no 
statute  in  Oregon  regulating  the  descent  of  real  property, 
or  declaring  who  should  be  the  heirs  of  an  intestate,  and 
therefore  the  subject  was  regulated  by  the  common  law.  By 
this  rule,  her  children  were  first  entitled  to  take  as  heirs, 
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and  her  husband  never.  The  Donation  Act  does  not  pre- 
scribe who  shall  be  considered  the  heirs  of  a  deceased  set- 
tler or  his  wife,  any  more  than  it  prescribes  who  shall  -be 
considered  the  tvife  of  a  settler.  Both  these  subjects  are 
left  to  the  local  law — the  law  of  Oregon. 

Counsel  for  the  defendant  maintain  that  this  grant  is 
within  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case,  and  that  therefore  Daniel 
H.  must  be  considered  as  taking  by  descent  from  Nancy 
and  not  by  purchase  from  the  grantor — the  United  States. 
The  rule  in  Shelley's  case,  as  a  law  of  property,  has  always 
been  in  force  in  this  State  as  a  part  of  the  common  law,  ex- 
cept as  to  devises  by  will. 

If  the  present  case  was  within  this  rule,  the  consequences 
claimed  by  counsel  would  follow.  Daniel  H.  would  be  con- 
sidered as  taking  by  descent  from  Nancy.  This  bemg  so, 
he  could  not  be  said  to  have  obtained  this  interest  from  the 
United  States,  and  therefore  it  would  not  be  within  the 
operation  of  the  covenant  for  further  conveyance. 

Courts  and  commentators  have  differed  as  to  the  reasons 
of  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case,  some  resting  it  upon  grounds 
of  feudal  policy,  others  upon  the  policy  of  the  law  which 
prefers  descent  to  purchase,  or  the  technical  doctrine  of  the 
common  law,  which  would  not  allow  that  the  fee  could  be 
in  abeyance — ^not  vested  in  some  one.  But  it  is  agreed  on 
all  hands  that  it  is  a  purely  artificial  rule,  often  in  direct 
opposition  to  the  real  intent  of  the  grantor  or  donor,  and 
therefore  not  to  be  extended  by  analogy. 

By  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case,  if  a  grant  was  made  to  a  per- 
son for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  heirs  in  fee  or  tail,  such 
person,  notwithstanding  the  words  of  the  grant  to  the  con- 
trary, was  deemed  to  take  an  estate  of  inheritance,  and  might 
allien  the  fee  and  bar  the  heirs.  If  he  died  seized  it  de- 
scended to  his  heirs,  but  they  were  not  allowed  to  take  the 
fee,  by  force  of  the  grant,  as  purchasers,  but  only  as  heirs, 
by  descent  from  their  ancestor. 

But  if  the  remainder  is  given  to  any  other  person  than  the 
heir  of  the  first  taker,  or  to  such  heir  with  another  person, 
or  to  only  a  portion  of  the  persons  constituting  the  heirs  of 


384  DISTRICT  OF  OEEGON. 

James  Fields  v.  Ida  Squires. 

such  first  taker,  the  case  is  not  -within  the  rule,  and  the  per- 
sons to  whom  the  remainder  is  given  take  under  the  grant 
as  purchasers.  To  be  in  by  descent,  a  person  must  take  as 
heir — in  the  quality  of  heir — and  take  neither  more  nor  less 
than  the  law  would  give  him  as  heir,  independent  of  the 
grant.  If,  by  the  terms  of  the  grant,  the  heir  is  to  take  ex- 
actly what  the  law  would  have  cast  upon  him,  on  the  death 
of  his  ancestor,  the  case  is  within  the  rule,  and  he  is  deemed 
to  be  in  by  descent,  and  not  by  purchase.  Tou  cannot  by 
any  grant  or  conveyance  provide  that  an  estate,  after  the 
life  of  the  first  grantee,  shall  go  in  the  exact  line  of  descent, 
and  at  the  same  time  the  heirs  be  considered  as  in  by  pur- 
chase, and  not  liable  to  the  incidents  and  burdens  of  an 
estate  by  descent.  (IV.  Kent's  Com.  215,  232;  1  Washbume's 
Ileal  Prop.  78 ;  2  Jarmari  on  Wills,  178,  et  seq. ;  Richardson 
et  al.  V.  Wheatland,  7  Met.  171;  Bond  v.  Swearingen,  1 
Ham.  395.) 

The  grant  to  Nancy  took  effect  from  the  passage  of  the 
act.  It  was  not  of  an  estate  for  life  merely,  but  of  inherit- 
ance. Yet  by  the  terms  of  the  grant  it  was  made  liable  to 
b&  determined  by  the  happening  of  a  particular  event — 
namely:  her  own  death  before  the  issuance  of  the  patent. 
The  estate  granted  her  was  therefore,  what  the  law  calls  a 
qualified  or  determinable  fee,  because,  although  it  might 
have  continued  forever  and  descended  to  her  heirs  ad  infin- 
itwm,  yet  it  was  liable  to  be  determined — terminated — -by 
the  happening  of  this  event,  by  which,  its  continuance  or 
extent  was  limited.  This  event  actually  happened,  and  in 
contemplation  of  it,  the  act  limited  the  estate  in  Nancy's 
share  of  the  donation  over  to  third  persons  in  equal  parts 
— her  husband  and  children.  Upon  the  determination  of 
her  estate  in  the  land,  the  act  in  effect  granted  it  over  to 
these  persons.  Until  this  event,  the  husband  and  children 
had  a  contingent  remainder  in  the  land,  which  thereupon 
vested  in  them  absolutely.  ,  This  interest  they  took  as  direct 
donees  of  the  United  States  by  force  of  the  grant,  and  not 
as  heirs  of  Nancy,  who  left  nothing  for  them  to  inherit,  be- 
cause her  estate  in  the  land  terminated  with  her  death. 
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They  were  in  by  purchase  and  not  by  descent.  The  hus- 
band and  children  derived  their  interest  from  the  United 
States,  and  not  from  Nancy,  and  therefore  there  is  no  privity 
of  estate  between  them.  (IV.  Kent's  Com.  9,  126;  2  Wash- 
burne's  Eeal  Prop.  224,  etseq.) 

In  support  of  the  position  that  Daniel  H.  took  by  descent 
from  Nancy,  counsel  for  defendant  have  cited,  Fizzle  et  al. 
V.  Veach,  (1  Dana,  211) ;  and  McNairs  Admr.  v.  HawMris,  (4 
Bibb.   390.) 

The  first  case  was  this :  In  early  days  a  person  entered 
and  surveyed  a  portion  of  the  public  land  in  Kentucky,  and 
died  before  the  issuing  of  the  patent.  In  pursuance  of  the 
law  in  such  cases  the  patent  issued  to  the  heirs  of  the  per- 
son who  located  the  land — afterwards  execution  issued  against 
the  estate  of  the  deceased,  and  a  question  arose  whether  the 
land  could  be  taken  on  the  writ.  If  the  heirs  took  as  pur- 
chasers, of  course  the  land  was  not  liable  for  the  debts  of 
their  ancestor,  but  if  they  took  by  descent  it  was.  The 
Court  decided  that  the  heirs  took  by  descent.  This  is  not 
a  case  in  point.  Under  the  system  then  in  vogue  in  that 
country  an  entry  and  survey  of  a  particular  tract  of  land 
amounted  to  a  purchase.  Thereafter  the  locator  had  the 
equitable  estate,  and  if  he  died  before  patent,  it  descended 
to  his  heirs.  It  went  to  his  heirs,  as  heirs,  by  force  of  the 
law  of  descents,  and  not  by  operation  of  the  grant.  Then 
they  stood  in  his  place  and  represented  him  and  were  en- 
titled to  the  patent.     (Bond  v.  Swearingen,  supra,  178.) 

The  second  case  so  far  as  it  bears  upon  this  is  directly 
against  the  defendant. 

It  was  a  devise  to  A  and  the  children  of  her  body  lawfully 
begotten,  forever,  with  provision  that  aftert  he  death  of  A, 
the  children,  whether  sons  or  daughters,  were  to  have  the 
devise  equally. 

The  Court  held  that  the  estate  was  limited  for  life  to  A, 
with  remainder  to  the  children,  and  therefore  it  came  within 
the  rule  in  Shelley's  case,  but  for  two  reasons.  The  devise 
used  the  words  children  and  not  heirs — a  term  of  purchase 
and  not  limitation.  It  also  gave  the  devise  to  the  children 
26 
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equally,  while  tlie  law  of  descent  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  the  will,  cast  the  estate  upon  the  males  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  females  and  of  the  former  preferred  the  eldest.  The 
judgment  was  that  the  children  took  by  purchase,  and  not 
descent.  The  Court  said:  " The  manner  in  which  the  estate 
is  limited  over  to  them "  (the  children,  contrary  to  the  law 
of  descent),  "precludes  aU  possibility  of  their  taking  by  de- 
scent." 

So  in  this  case,  the  grant  in  section  4  limited  the  estate 
in  the  land  granted,  after  the  death  of  Nancy  before  patent, 
and  without  will,  not  to  Aeirs— those  upon  whom  the  law 
would  cast  it,  but  to  her  husband  and  children.  Unless  the 
law  of  descent,  independent  of  the  limitations  in  the  grant, 
would  have  cast  the  estate  upon  the  husband  and  children, 
and  in  the  proportions  which  they  took,  they  take  by  pur- 
chase— as  donees  of  the  United  States.  It  is  believed  that 
no  case  can  be  found  which  does  not  agree  with  this  propo- 
sition. In  these  respects  a  grant  by  the  United  States,  is 
to  be  construed  and  have  the  same  effect  as  that  of  a  private 
person. 

The  grant  in  section  4  is  not  couched  in  the  language  of 
a  conveyance,  though  it  must  operate  and  be  construed  as 
one  so  far  as  practicable.  When  it  provides  that  upon  the 
death  of  Nancy,  before  the  issuing  of  the  patent,  her  hus- 
band and  children  shall  be  entitled  to  the  slmre  or  interest  in  the 
donation,  before  granted  to  her,  it  may  admit  of  argument 
whether  they  take  such  share  by  way  of  remainder  or  condi- 
tional limitation,  after  the  determination  of  what  proved  to 
be  only  a  life  estate  in  Nancy.  This  is  an  abstruse  branch 
of  the  law,  and  one  that  has  in  times  past  been  fruitful  of 
unprofitable  subtleties.  The  question  is  not  material  here, 
for  in  any  view  of  the  case  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the 
grant  is  not  within  the  rule  in  Shelley's  case,  and  that  the 
material  conclusion  arrived  at  is  correct — ^that  Daniel  H. 
took  this  fifth  as  the  donee  of  the  United  States,  and  not  by 
descent  from  Nancy.  He  was  not  an  heir  of  Nancy,  and 
could  not  inherit  from  her.  The  Donation  Act  does  not 
pretend  to  make  him  her  heir  or  call  him  such,  and  should 


FEBEUABY,  1868.  387 


James  Fields  v.  Ida  Squires. 


not  be  SQ  construed,  in  the  absence  of  clear  and  express 
language  to  that  effect.  The  object  of  this  act  was  to  make 
grants  of  land  to  actual  settlers  in  Oregon,  and  not  to  estab- 
lish or  change  the  law  of  descent.  The  power  over  this  sub- 
ject, as  "  a  rightful  subject  of  legislation,"  had  been  already 
delegated  to  the  territorial  legislature.     (9  Stat.  323.) 

Had  the  gift  been  to  Daniel  H.  of  the  whole  interest  of 
Nancy,  upon  the  contingency  that  she  died  without  children, 
it  would  not  be  different  in  legal  effect  from  the  case  under 
consideration.  Yet  the  survivor,  so  far  from  being  thereby 
made  an  heir,  would  take  in  opposition  to  and  exclusive  of 
the  heirs.  Even  if  he  only  was  admitted  to  take  an  equal 
proportion  luith  them,  he  would  thereby  take  so  much  from 
them.  The  estate  was  not  to  go  in  the  ordinary  line  of  suc- 
cession. The  survivor  takes  that  which  the  law  of  descent 
would  give  to  the  heirs,  and  the  latter  take  so  much  less 
than  they  would  if  claiming  as  heirs.  This  being  so,  neither 
of  them  take  in  the  character  or  quality  of  heirs,  but  as 
donees  from  the  United  States. 

It  is  also  evident  that  the  purpose  of  Congress  was,  in 
case  of  the  death  of  the  settler  or  his  wife,  without  will, 
between  the  date  of  the  act  and  the  issuing  of  the  patent, 
not  to  allow  the  share  of  the  deceased  to  descend  to  his  or 
her  heirs  generally,  but  to  give  it  first  to  certain  members  of 
the  family,  without  reference  to  the  local  law  of  descent. 
Independent  of  the  intrinsic  justice  of  this  provision,  it 
might  have  been  dictated  by  a  desire  to  prevent  any  uncer- 
tainty concerning  the'conditionand  disposition  of  the  grant, 
if  the  grantee  should  die  before  patent. 

With  the  conclusion  now  reached,  coincides  the  justice  and 
equity  of  this  case.  As  to  this  fifth  it  was  obtained  by 
Daniel  H.  under  just  such  circumstances  as  the  parties  to 
the  deed  contemplated  when  this  covenant  was  made  and 
accepted— by  gift  from  the  United  States.  The  complainant, 
as  the  assignee  of  Chapman,  is  entitled  under  the  second 
covenant  to  a  conveyance  of  this  fifth  from  the  heirs  or 
grantees  of  Daniel  H. 

Before  leaving  this  subject,  it  is  proper  to  notice  some 
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minor  objections  to  tlie  enforcement  of  this  covenant,  in- 
sisted on  by  counsel  for  defendant. 

It  is  claimed  that  there  is  no  breach  of  the  covenant  for 
further  assurance,  because  it  does  not  appear  that  the  com- 
plainant has  devised  or  demanded  any  particular  assurance 
or  conveyance.  Where  the  covenant  is  general  and  does  not 
specify  the  particular  conveyance  to  be  made,  but  only  such 
as  may  prove  necessary  or  be  advised  by  counsel,  the  party 
claiming  under  it  should  demand  such  a  conveyance  as  he 
conceives  himself  entitled  to,  or  counsel  shall  devise,  before 
he  can  allege  a  breach  and  maintain  an  action  for  damages. 
In  such  case,  until  the  party  bound  to  make  further  assur- 
ance is  advised  as  to  what  is  demanded  or  needed,  he  can- 
not be  said  to  be  in  default  for  not  performing  it.  This  is 
the  rule  in  actions  at  law  for  damages,  which  can  only  be 
maintained  when  an  affirmative  breach  of  the  covenant  is 
shown.  But,  I  apprehend  it  wiU  be  found  that  the  rule  has 
little  application  to  a  suit  in  equity  for  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  covenant.  Such  suit  is  not  maintained  upon  a 
technical  breach  of  the  contract,  but  upon  its  continuing 
obligation,  binding  the  party  to  perform  it  specifically.  In 
the  absence  of  any  special  provision  in  the  covenant  to  the 
contrary,  the  suit  itself  is  a  sufficient  demand  for  perform- 
ance. This  covenant ,  is  special,  and  requires  the  perform- 
ance of  a  particular  thing — the  conveyance  of  the  property 
if  obtained  from  the  United  States.  A  neglect  to  perform 
such  a  covenant,  for  the  purposes  of  this  suit,  is  equivalent 
to  a  re/vsalto  do  so.  In  this  respect %e  covenant  does  not 
differ  from  an  ordinary  agreement  to  convey  real  property. 
(Eawleon  Gov.  109.) 

It  is  also  objected  that  the  defendant  is  not  liable  on  this 
covenant  to  Chapman's  assignee,  because  it  does  not  run 
with  the  land.  The  reason  given  for  this  position  is,  that 
no  estate  passed  to  Chapman  by  the  deed — the  grantors  not 
having  any  interest  in  the  land  at  the  time.  This  was  the 
doctrine  of  the  common  law  as  to  conveyances  of  estates  less 
than  freehold,  which  passed  without  livery  of  seizin.  (Nhoe 
V.  Awder,  2  Cro.  Eliz.  417;  cited  in  Eawle,  supra,  383.)   And 
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as  under  our  modern  system  of  conToyancing,  freeholds  pass 
"without  livery  of  seizin ;  it  was  held  at  one  time  that  the 
doctrine  became  applicable  to  conveyances  of  such  estates, 
and  in  case  the  grantor  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  the 
assignee  of  his  grantee  could  not  sue  upon  the  covenants, 
because  they  only  passed  as  an  incident  of  the  estate.  But 
this  doctriae  has  been  modified  substantially,  so  that  it  may 
be  said  that  whenever  possession  is  taken  under  the  deed, 
there  is  sufficient  estate  to  carry  the  covenants  to  the  assignee. 
(Beddoes  Exr.  v.  Wadsworth,  21  Wend.  123 ;  Slater  et  al.  v. 
Bawson,  6, Met.  439 ;  Kawle  on  Gov.  382,  et  seq.) 

This  doctrine  is  peculiarly  adapted  to  the  early  circum- 
stances of  this  country.  For  years  before  the  passage  of 
the  Donation  Act,  the  right  of  the  settlers  upon  the  land 
was  a  mere  possession  with  an  expectation  of  future  title 
from  the  United  States.  TJnder  these  circumstances,  in  all 
the  towns,  this  possession  was  conveyed  and  re-conveyed 
with  covenants  for  the  title  expected,  and  it  is  proper  and 
safe  to  hold  with  these  authorities  that  a  sufficient  estate 
passed  to  carry  the  covenants  to  the  subsequent  occupants 
and  assignees. 

It  is  farther  objected  to  these  covenants,  that  they  are 
void,  because  they  &re  contracts  prohibited  by  the  Donation 
Act.  The  second  proviso  in  section  4  is  relied  on.  It  reads — 
"That  all  future  contracts,  by  any  person  or  persons  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  this  act,  for  the  sale  of  the  land  to  which 
he  or  they  may  be  entitled  under  this  act,  before  he  or  they 
have  received  a  patent  therefor,  shall  be  void."  Waiving 
the  question  of  whether  this  prohibition  extends  to  future 
contracts  concerning  lands  which  the  covenantor  might  re- 
ceive, but  which  eventually  he  does  not  acquire  imder  the 
act  and  receive  the  patent  therefor,  it  is  plain  that  it  does 
not  include  these  covenants  which  were  made  before  the  pas- 
sage of  the  act.  It  is  a  plain  case  for  the  application  of  the 
familiar  rule— the  mention  of  one  excludes  the  other.  The 
prohibition  of  future  contracts  is  a  recognition  and  affirm- 
ance of  past  ones,  otherwise  lawful. 

Counsel  for  the  complainant  also  insists,  that  independent 
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of  the  covenants  in  the  deed,  Fields  is  entitled  to  the  relief 
prayed  for.  In  support  of  this  position  counsel  cites  section 
6  of  "An  act  to  regulate  conveyances,"  the  same  being  in- 
cluded in  "Aji  act  to  enact  and  cause  to  be  published  a 
code  of  laws,"  passed  September  29,  1849,  and  commonly 
called  "the  Steamboat  Code."  (Laws  of  1843-9,  139.)  This 
section  was  in  force  at  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the  deed. 
It  reads  :  "The  words  grant,  bargain  and  sell  in  all  convey- 
ances, in  which  any  estate  of  inheritance,  in  fee  simple,  is  lim- 
ited, shall,  unless  restrained  by  express  terms  in  such  convey- 
ance, be  construed  to  be  the  following  express  covenants  on 
the  part  of  the  grantor  for  himself  and  his  heirs,  to  the 
grantee,  his  heirs  and  assigns."  Then  follows  the  specifica- 
tion of  the  covenants— namely,  of  seizin  of  an  indefeasible 
estate  in  fee  simple — against  encumbrances,  and  for  further 
assurance.  This  section  is  taken  almost  literally  from  the 
statute-  of  6  Anne,  c.  35,  and  was  first  introduced  into  the 
United  States  in  the  province  of  Pennsylvania.  (Rawle  on 
Gov.  533,  537.) 

It  is  difficult  to  perceive,  how  it  can  be  even  claimed  that 
this  deed  falls  within  the  operation  of  this  section.  It  does 
not  contain  the  words,  grant,  bargain  and  sell,  or  either  of 
them,  or  the  equivalent  of  them,  but  the  very  reverse — re- 
lease, quitclaim  and  confirm.  The  deed  does  not  assume  to 
pass  or  limit  an  estate  of  inheritance  in  fee  simple,  but  as  has 
been  shown  only  the  interest  of  the  grantor,  which  was  then 
well  known  to  aU  the  parties  to  be  merely  the  possession. 
Besides  the  express  words  in  the  special  covenants  restrain 
the  statute  and  prevent  the  covenants  from  attaching.  By 
the  language  of  his  covenants  the  grantor  excepts  the  title 
of  the  United  States  from  his  warranty  and  expressly  asserts 
that  the  title  is  in  the  latter,  and  not  himself. 

The  habendum— io  have  and  to  hold  to  him  and  his  heirs 
and  assigns  forever,  does  not  affect  the  question  of  whether 
the  deed  purports  to  pass  an  estate  of  inheritance.  These 
words  grant  no  estate,  nor  do  they  enlarge  the  interest 
already  released  by  the  premises  or  granting  part  of  the 
deed.     By  this  clause  it  is  simply  declared,  that  the  interest 
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of  the  grantor,  whatever  it  is,  is  released  absolutely — for- 
ever, and-not  for  a  limited  time,  to  be  by  him  thereafter 
resumed. 

This  disposes  of  the  case  as  to  the  two  fifths  interest  of 
which  Daniel  H.  died  seized.  The  complainant  is  entitled 
to  a  conveyance  of  the  fifth  which  Daniel  H.  obtained  from 
the  United  States. 

But  the  complainant  alleges  that  he  has  since  acquired 
three  other  undivided  fifths  of  this  half  block  by  the  decree 
in  the  partition  suit. 

As  has  been  shown  in  the  statement  of  the  bill,  while  the 
heirs  of  Daniel  H.  and  the  children  of  Nancy  were  tenants 
in  common  of  the  whole  of  the  west  half  of  the  donation,  and 
while  such  heirs  and  children  and  the  grantees  of  Daniel  H. 
were  tenants  in  common  of  certain  parcels  of  such  half,  the 
Circuit  Court  made  a  partition  of  the  whole  tract  as  between 
those  two  classes — the  children  of  Nancy  on  the  one  hand 
and  the  heirs  and  grantees  of  Daniel  H.  on  the  other. 

By  the  decree  it  was  declared  that  Daniel  H.  in  his  life- 
time was  the  owner  of  two  fifths  of  the  whole  tract,  and  that 
the  other  three  fifths  was  the  property  of  the  children  ,of 
Nancy.  It  also  appeared  that  Daniel  H.  had  disposed  of 
certain  parcels  of  the  tract.  From  these  premises  it  followed 
that  the  children  of  Nancy  were  entitled  to  three  fi^hs  in 
equal  parts,  and  that  the  heirs  and  grantees  of  Daniel  H. 
were  entitled  to  the  other  two  fifths  according  to  their  re- 
spective interests,  or  in  other  words,  that  such  heirs  were 
entitled  to  such  two  fifths,  subject  to  the  rights  and  inter- 
ests of  the  prior  grantees  of  Daniel  H. 

The  parcels  affected  by  the  contracts  and  conveyances  of 
Daniel  H.,  being  in  the  aggregate  more  than  two  fifths  of 
the  tract,  the  Court,  in  making  partition  between  the  two 
classes  as  above  stated,  was  compelled  to  divide  the  tract 
into  two  unequal  portions,  and  decree  compensation  in  money 
from  the  greater  to  the  less  to  make  partition  equal. 

Thus  the  greater  portion  of  the  tract  was  allotted  to  those 
who  represented  only  the  two  fifths  interest,  but  for  the  sake  of 
convenience  it  may  be  called  the  two  fifths  tract.  The  lesser 
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portion  was  allotted  to  tliose  who  represented  tlie  tliree  fifths 
interest,  but  for  the  same  reason  if  may  be  called  the  three 
fifths  tract.  By  this  decree  and  allotment  the  interest  of  the 
children  of  Nancy  in  the  two  fifth  tract  were  divested,  and 
also  the  interest  of  the  heirs  of  Daniel  H.  in  the  three  fifth 
tract.  The  grantees  of  Daniel  H.  had  no  interest  in  the 
three  fifth  tract.  They  yielded  nothing  in  the  partition  and 
received  nothing.  The  decree  left  their  interests  as  it  found 
them.  The  exchange  of  interests  was  between  the  heirs  and 
children.  What  the  latter  parted  with  in  the  two  fifth  tract 
the  former  received,  and  what  the  former  parted  with  in  the 
three  fifth  tract  the  latter  deceived. 

Here  the  partition  ended.  No  partition  was,  made  of  the 
two  fifth  tract  as  between  those  to  whom  it  was  allotted.  Nor 
was  it  ascertained  and  determined  to  whom  it  belonged,  or 
in  what  proportions.  It  is  allotted  to  a  class  of  persons  known 
or  supposed  to  exist,  to  some  or  all  of  whom  it  must  belong — 
namely:  the  heirs,  grantees  and  assignees  of  Daniel  H.,  who 
died  seized.  It  is  allotted  to  them  according  to  their  respec- 
tive interests,  and  not  in  definite  quantities,  divided  or  un- 
divided. To  the  heirs  the  law  will  give  in  equal  parts  all 
that  portion  of  the  tract  allotted,  not  previously  disposed  of 
by  their  ancestor,  Daniel  H.  To  the  grantees  or  assignees  of 
Daniel  H.,  the  law  will  give  all  those  parcels  or  interests  m 
the  tect  which  by  any  conveyance  or  contract  binding  on 
the  heirs,  he  disposed  of  in  his  lifetime. 

But  as  between  these  persons,  whoever  they  maybe,  the  de- 
termination of  these  questions  is  very  properly  omitted  by 
the  decree,  and  the  parties  interested  must  settle  them 
among  themselves  amicably,  or  by  judicial  proceedings,  as 
may  be  found  necessary  or  deemed  best. 

Apply  this  statement  of  the  operation  and  effect  of  the 
decree  in  the  partition  suit  to  the  case  of  the  complainant. 

Block  G  is  a  part  of  the  two  fifth  tract,  and  the  com- 
plainant claims  the  half  of  it.  By  the  decree  in  the  parti- 
tion suit  it  is  in  no  way  ascertained  or  determined  that  the 
complainant  is  either  heir,  grantee  or  assignee  of  Daniel  H., 
or  that  he  had  any  interest  in  the  two  fifth  tract.   He  brings 
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this  suit  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  tlie  half  of  the  block  by 
virtue  of  the  deed  and  covenants  to  Chapman,  and  the  sub- 
sequent conveyances  to  himself.  He  claims  under  these 
conveyances,  and  whatever  interest  he  is  entitled  to,  results 
from  them,  and  not  the  decree  in  partition.  As  has  been 
shown,  the  complainant  at  the  time  of  the  decree  had  an 
equitable  estate  in  an  undivided  one  fifth  of  the  half  block 
and  no  more.  As  to  this  fifth  he  is  now  entitled  to  a  con- 
veyance of  the  legal  title  from  the  heirs  of  Daniel  H.,  by 
reason  of  the  covenant  in  the  deed  to  Chapman,  and  it  may 
be  assumed  for  the  present  that  he  has  the  legal  estate 
therein. 

Prior  to  and  at  the  date  of  the  partition  the  other  four 
undivided  fifths  of  the  half  block  belonged — three  fifths  to 
the  children  of  Nan6y,  and  the  other  fifth  to  the  heirs  of 
Daniel  H.  As  has  been  shown,  this  three  fifths  was  by  the 
partition  vested  in  the  heirs  of  Daniel  H.,  in  consideration 
of  their  interest  in  the  two  fifth  tract  being  vested  in  the 
children  of  Nancy,  and  the  payment  of  the  owelty  deemed 
necessary  to  make  the  partition  equal. 

The  interest  of  the  complainant  was  not  diminished  or  in- 
creased by  the  decree.  The  decree  left  him  as  it  found 
him,  except  that  it  diminished  the  number  of  his  co-tenants 
or  persons  with  whom  he  held  in  common.  Before  the  de- 
cree he  was  practically  the  owner  of  an  undivided  fifth  of 
the  half  block,  and  his  co-tenants  and  owners  of  the  other 
four  fifths  were  the  children  of  Nancy  and  the  heirs  of  Daniel 
/  H.  Since  the  decree,  and  by  virtue  of  the  decree,  the  heirs 
of  Daniel  H.  are  the  owners  of  these  undivided  four  fifths, 
and  the  complainant  is  tenant  in  common  with  them  alone. 

It  follows  that  the  complainant  acquired  no  further  or  ad- 
ditional interest  in  the  half  block  by  the  partition.  The 
nature  or  quantity  of  his  interest  has  never  varied  or  1been 
affected  by  the  partition  and  exchange  between  the,  children 
and  the  heirs.  He  claims  under  the  deed  and  covenant  of 
Daniel  H.,  and  not  otherwise.  If  by  these  he  would  have 
been  entitled  to  the  whole  interest  in  the  half  block,  as 
against  Daniel  H.,  or  his  heirs,  the  decree  would  have  re- 
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served  it  for  him.  But  by  the  deed  and  covenant  he  is  only 
entitled  to  an  undivided  fifth  of  the  half  block,  and  the  de- 
cree allotting  this  half  block  to  the  heirs  and  the  complain- 
ant according  to  their  respective  interests,  does  not  nor  should 
not  increase  or  diminish  the  interest  of  the  latter.  His  in- 
terest, as  now  ascertained,  was  an  undivided  fifth,  and  he 
cannot  take  more,  except  at  the  expense  of  the  lawful  owners 
— the  heirs  of  Daniel  H. 

Upon  this  point,  the  argument  for  the  complainant  is 
sought  to  be  strengthened  by  appeals  to  the  fact  that  he  has 
made  valuable  improvements,  and  what  is  called  in  the 
statement  of  the  bill,  "the  equities  in  partition."  But  cer- 
tainly this  is  all  irrelevant  and  beside  the  matter  in  contro- 
versy. The  complainant  cannot  enlarge  his  interest  in  the 
•  land,  by  making  improvements  upon  it.  This  is  not  a  suit 
for  partition.  When  partition  is  sought  between  the  com- 
plainant and  his  co-tenants,  the  heirs  of  Daniel  H.,  it  can 
be  properly  considered  and  determined,  to  what  extent  the 
former  may  be  equitably  entitled  to  have  the  value  of  his 
improvements  estimated  in  his  favor  in  the  partition,  pro- 
vided his  fifth  cannot  be  set  off  to  him  so  as  to  include  them. 
In  such  suit,  equity  may  also  apportion  the  owelty  charged 
upon  the  half  block,  so  as  to  relieve  the  complainant's  fifth 
from  any  part  of  it,  if  it  should  be  found  proper  and  equit- 
able to  do  so. 

The  complainant  to  protect  his  interest  from  sale,  deemed 
it  necessary  to  pay  this  owelty,  and  has  paid  it.  Because, 
as  he  alleges,  the  defendant  and  her  co-heirs  suffered  and 
encouraged  him  to  pay  the  owelty,  he  claims  to  have  ac- 
quired some  additional  interest  in  the  half  block.  This 
claim  is  without  any  foundation  in  law.  Whoever  deemed 
it  necessary  to  protect  his  interests  in  the  land  might  pay 
the  owelty,  but  he  thereby  acquired  no  right  as  against  the 
real  owner,  beyond  the  right  to  be  re-imbursed  the  amount 
paid  for  the  benefit  of  the  latter,  with  a  lien  upon  the  land 
as  security.  The  decree  in  this  respect,  is  too  plain  to  be 
misunderstood.  Whoever  paid  owelty,  paid  it  upon  his  own 
judgment,  and  could  not  thereby  acquire  or  affect  the  rights 
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of  otliers,  whether  they  had  notice  of  it  or  not.  The  owelty 
was  not  apportioned  among  the  persons  who  owned  the  two 
fifth  tract,  for  the  same  reason  that  the  land  was  not — the 
Court  did  not  know  or  undertake  to  determine,  who  the 
owners  were,  or  what  was  the  relative  or  absolute  propor- 
tion or  quantity  of  their  interests.  The  owelty  was  charged 
upon  the  land  in  gross,  and  not  upon  any  portion  of  it  or  to 
any  particular  person.  The  land  remains  as  a  securit>^  to 
any  one,  who  from  necessity  or  misapprehension,  may  pay 
beyond  the  extent  of  his  real  interest.  But  whether  a  mere 
volunteer,  who  confessedly  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  could 
claim  this  security,  may  be  a  question. 

As  between  the  heirs  and  the  complainant,  it  appears  to 
me  that  no  part  of  the  owelty  is  chargeable  upon  the  com- 
plainant's fifth.  The  cause  of  and  consideration  for  owelty 
was  the  excess  in  value  of  the  land  which  the  heirs  got  in 
the  partition,  over  that  which  they  thereby  yielded  to  the 
children  of  Nancy. 

^n  a  suit  for  partition  between  these  parties,  the  Court, 
u^n  this  view  of  the  case,  ought  to  apportion  the  owelty, 
so  as  to  discharge  the  complainant's  fifth  from  any  part  of 
it,  or  by  some  means  compel  restitution  or  make  compensa- 
tion, for  so  much  of  the  sum  as  has  been  paid  on  account 
of  such  fifth.  This,  it  appears  to  me,  is  what  equity  would 
do  in  a  suit  for  partition  between  these  parties;  but  the  oc- 
casion for  furnishing  this  relief  to  the  complainant  does  not 
arise  in  this  suit. 

This  suggestion  rests  upon  general  principles,  and  is 
equally  applicable  to  any  distinct  parcel  of  the  two  fifth 
tract,  upon  which  owelty  was  charged  in  gross,  and  which 
may  be  owned  by  the  heirs  and  grantees  of  Daniel  H.  in 
common. 

But  there  is  a  special  circumstance  in  this  case,  which,  as 
between  the  complainant  and  the  heirs,  must  have  the  effect 
or  operate  to  relieve  or  discharge  the  complainant's  fifth 
from  the  owelty.  The  heirs  are  bound  by  the  covenant  of 
their  ancestor,  to  convey  to  the  complainant,  his  undivided 
fifth  as  their  ancestor  obtained  it  from  the  United  States — 
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free  from  enciimbrances,  or  respond  in  damages  for  the 
breach  of  the  covenant,  so  far  as  they  have  received  assets. 
The  owelty  is  an  encumbrance,  suffered  during  the  time  of 
their  interest  in  the  land,  as  heirs,  and  of  which  they  have 
received  the  benefit. 

The  complainant  also  claims,  that  independent  of  the  pa- 
per title  set  forth,  there  has  arisen  an  equitable  estoppel  in 
pais,  sufficient  to  bar  the  rights  of  the  heirs  in  any  part  of 
the  premises. 

The  alleged  declarations  of  Daniel  H.,  and  his  and  the 
heirs'  notice  of  the  complainant's  possession  and  improve- 
ments and  their  acquiescence  therein,  are  relied  upon  as 
constituting  this  estoppel.  2  Am.  Lead.  Cases,  754,  upon 
the  doctrine  and  effect  of  license  to  do  some  act  or  enjoy 
some  privilege  upon  the  land  of  another,  is  cited  in  support 
of  this  position.  The  authorities  cited  have  no  bearing  upon 
the  question;  and  moreover  the  facts  alleged  in  the  bill,  do 
not  show  even  a  license  for  any  purpose. 

This  is  a  question  of  title— ownership  of  the  soil,  ancLapt 
a  mere  easement  or  privilege.  Titles  would  not  be  JBth 
the  paper  upon  which  they  are  written,  if  they  could  be 
called  in  question  or  destroyed  in  this  way— by  the  proof  of 
stale  parol  declarations  inconsistent  with  or  in  opposition  to 
them.  As  to  these  declarations,  the  dead  cannot  answer. 
If  allowed  to  be  shown,  in  bar  of  the  acknowledged  title  of 
the  ancestor,  the  heirs  would  hold  their  property  upon  the 
insecure  tenure  of  the  testimony  of  interested  witnesses  and 
claimants,  as  to  matters  resting  only  in  parol,  which  if  false 
or  exaggerated,  are  incapable  at  this  late  day  of  either  con- 
tradiction or  explanation.  This  Avould  be  to  offer  a  bounty 
for  frauds  and  perjuries,  instead  of  preventing  them  as  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  commands  and  intends. 

In  1852,  when  complainant  purchased  from  Dobleblower, 
this  land  belonged  to  Nancy.  She  was  then  living,  and  to 
whom  it  would  go  upon  her  death  was  not  known  to  any 
one.  She  had  the  power  of  disposing  of  it  by  wilL  If  she 
died  intestate,  and  before  patent,  and  Daniel  H.  survived 
her,  he  would  be  entitled  to  a  certain  interest  in  it,  depend- 
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ing  upon  tlie  number  of  children  slie  left  living.  But  at 
that  time  Daniel  H.  had  no  interest.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, he  is  said  to  have  assured  the  complainant  that  the 
title  was  good,  and  thereupon  the  latter  purchased  of  Doble- 
blower.  Waiving  the  question  of  what  title  is  referred  to 
by  this  ambigTious  expression — whether  it  be  that  of  Doble- 
blower.  Chapman,  Daniel  H.,  or  Nancy,  this  assurance 
amoupts  to  nothing  more  than  the  expression  of  an  opinion 
by  a  stranger — a  person  who  had  then  no  interest  in  the 
land  and  could  not  know  that  he  ever  would  have.  This 
expression  of  opinion  as  to  the  existing  title — that  it  was 
good — could  not  create  an  estoppel  against  Daniel  H.  as  to 
a  subsequently  acquired  estate  in  the  land.  No  special  re- 
lation, implying  trust  and  confidence,  is  shown  or  pretended 
to  iave  existed  between  these  parties.  Daniel  H.  was  not 
the  guardian  or  attorney  of  the  complainant.'  No  misrepre- 
sentation oi  facts  or  concealment  of  them  or  fraudulent  pur- 
pose is  imputed  to  Daniel  H.  The  complainant  had  the 
same  means  of  knowing  the  state  of  the  title  that  Daniel  H. 
had.  The  latter  is  not  responsible  to  the  former  for  the 
correctness  of  his  opiuions  about  the  title,  even  if  these 
opinions  influenced  the  complainant  to  make  the  purchase 
— ^which  is  extremely  doubtful,  even  upon  the  face  of  the 
bni.  So  far  as  Daniel  H.'s  opinions  resulted  in  written 
acts — his  deed  and  covenant — ^he  is  responsible,  and  no 
further.  If  the  complainant  proposed  to  purchase  upon  the 
opinion  of  another  as  to  the  title,  he  should  have  taken  the 
advice  of  counsel,  and  not  Daniel  H.  Of  course  the  subse- 
quent repetitions  of  this  assurance  by  Daniel  H.  do  not  vary 
the  effect  of  the  first  one.  Moreover,  they  are  perfectly  im- 
material in  any  view  of  the  matter,  as  the  purchase  was  made 
before  they  were  uttered,  and  could  not  have  been  influ- 
enced by  them. 

As  to  the  other  branch  of  this  alleged  equitable  estoppel — 
the  possession  and  improvements  of  the  complainant  the 
case  is  equally  clear  against  the  complainant. 

During  the  tenure  of  Nancy  in  the  land  she  was  a  married 
woman,  and  the  complainant  could  not  acquire  any  rights  as 
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against  her,  on  account  of  her  silence  as  to  his  occupaiion 
and  improTements,  whether  she  had  notice  of  them  or  not. 
And  if  this  were  otherwise,  the  land  did  not  descend  from 
her,  so  as  to  be  bound  for  her  acts  or  omissions,  in  the 
hands  of  Daniel  H.  and  the  children.  Her  estate  in  the  land 
terminated  with  her  death,  as  well  as  her  enjoyment  of  it. 
Thereafter  a  new  estate  in  the  land  commenced  in  Daniel 
H.  and  the  children,  which  they  took  directly  from  the  IJnited 
States.  During  the  lifetime  of  Nancy,  Daniel  H.  and  the 
children  had  no  interest  in  the  land,  and  could  not  be 
affected  by  notice  of  possession  and  improyements,  more 
than  any  other  stranger.  -  After  the  death  of  Nancy,  they 
became  the  owners  of  the  land,  and  were  capable — -except 
those  who  were  minors — of  affecting  their  interests  by  their 
acts  and  doings,  so  far  as  the  law  allows  them  to  be  sufficient 
for  that  purpose. 

But  the  whole  idea  upon  which  this  branch  of  the  case  rests 
is  a  novelty  and  without  authority  of  law.  It  is,  that  the  com- 
plainant could  acquire  the  title  to  this  property  as  against  the 
lawful  owners,  by  being  in  possession  and  improving  it,  to 
their  knowledge,  for  a  less  period  than  that  prescribed  by  the 
Statute  of  Limitations.  Mere  possession,  unless  it  be  ad- 
verse and  continued  for  twenty  years,  does  not  give  title  as 
against  the  owner.  Possession  is  evidence  of  title,  and  suffi- 
cient evidence,  in  the  absence  of  better.  But  here  the  title 
is  shown  beyond  a  doubt  to  have  been  in  the  defendant  and 
those  under  whom  she  claims,  all  the  period  of  the  com- 
plainant's possession,  since  the  death  of  Nancy. 

The  possession  of  the  complainant,  if  adverse,  might 
ripen  into  title  by  lapse  of  time,  and  in  such  case  it  would 
be  immaterial  whether  any  one  had  notice  of  it  or  not.  For 
the  same  reason,  if  sufficient  time  had  not  elapsed  to  work 
a  transfer  of  the  estate  by  reason  of  the  possession,  the 
owner's  right  is  not  affected  by  the.  possession,  however  dis- 
tinctly he  had  notice  of  it.  As  was  said  in  Chapinan  v. 
School  District  No.  1  et  al.,  (Ante  108:)  "The  owner  of  real 
property  may  rest  upon  his  title,  and  is  not  required  to  be 
always  upon  the  premises,  asserting  his  title,  as  against  the 
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"world  or  any  less  number  of  persons,  whom  he  may  permit 
or  suffer  from  time  to  time,  to  be  in  the  temporary  occu- 
pancy or  enjoyment  of  it." 

Admitting  then,  for  the  present,  that  tbe  complainant  was 
in  the  adverse  possession,  and  that  Daniel  H.  had  notice 
thereof  from  the  time  he  became  owner  of  the  land,  it  in  no 
way  beneiits  the  complainant.  '  It  was  the  business  of  com- 
plainant to  know  whether  he  was  upon  his  own  land  or  that 
of  another. 

But  it  is  apparent  and  undeniable  that  the  complainant's 
possession  continued  as  it  commenced,  under  the  deed  to 
Chapman  and  the  mesne  conveyances  of  Chapman  to  Doble- 
blower,  and  the  latter  to  himself.  By  force  of  these,  upon 
the  death  of  Nancy,  he  became  equitably  entitled  to  an  un- 
divided fifth.  Thereafter  he  was  tenant  in  common  with 
Daniel  H.  in  his  lifetime  and  his  heirs  since.  His  posses- 
sion was  not  adverse  to  their  title  or  right,  but  consistent 
with,  and  would  not  in  any  length  of  time  affect  their  in- 
terest in  the  land.  Tenancies  in  common  would  be  danger- 
ous tenures,  if  one  tenant  could  occupy  and  improve  the 
other  out  of  his  estate — ^particularly  if  that  other  was  a 
minor,  resident  in  another  State. 

It  is  also  alleged  that  Daniel  H.  had  notice  of  the  com- 
plainant's possession  when  he  purchased  the  fifth  of  Isabella 
EUen,  and,  therefore,  he  and  his  heirs  are  estopped  from 
asserting  their  title  to  such  interest.  How  this  can  be,  I 
cannot  see.  Daniel  H.'s  purchase  of  this  interest,  worked 
no  wrong  to  the  complainant.  It  was  Isabella  Ellen's  prop- 
erty, and  complainant,  as  against  her,  had  no  claim  to  it, 
either  at  law  or  in  equity.  She  had  an  undoubted  right  to 
dispose  of  it,  and  Daniel  H.  to  purchase  it.  If  the  com- 
plainant being  in  possession,  did  not  prevent  her  from  sell- 
ing, as  it  did  not,  it  did  not  prevent  Daniel  H.  from  pur- 
chasing. If  Isabella  Ellen,  had  agreed  by  a  valid  contract 
to  sell  this  fifth  to  the  complainant,  or  had  for  any  other 
reason  been  bound  in  equity  to  convey  it  to  him,  and  Daniel 
H.  had  interfered  and  obtained  the  conveyance  first,  with 
notice  of  the  complainant's  possession,  then,  this  matter  of 
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notice  would  be  material.  But  as  it  was,  it  amo-ia.ts  to 
notMn'^.  If  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  dispose  of  his  in- 
terest to  a  person  wlio  has  notice  of  his  co-tenant's  posses- 
sion, estates  in  common  would  often  be  inalienable. 

This,  I  believe,  disposes  of  all  the  material  questions  raised 
and  argued  by  counsel  oh  the  demurrer. 

The  demurrer  is  overruled,  at  the  costs  of  the  defendant, 
and  unless  leave  is  given  to  answer,  there  must  be  a  decree 
for  the  complainant,  that  the  defendant,  by  a  proper  con- 
veyance with  covenants  of  warranty,  release  to  the  com- 
plainant, her  interest  in  the  undivided  fifth  of  the  premises, 
which  her  ancestor  obtained  from  the  United  States,  and 
which  she  inherited  from  him. 

W.  W.  Chapman,  for  complainant. 

W.  W.  Page  and  W.  Lair  RiU,  for  defendant. 


In  the  Circuit  Court  or  the  United  States   for  the  Distbict 
OF  California. 

CIECUIT  COURT,  MARCH  15,  1868. 

JOSHUA  HENDY  v.  PRANK  SOULE. 

Section  19  of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  152),  declared  that  no  suit 
should  be  maintained  for  the  recovery  of  any  tax  illegally  assessed  or  col- 
lected until  after  an  appeal  to  the  Commissioner  of  internal  revenue :  Held, 
that  in  an  action  against  a  collector  to  recover  a  tax  alleged  to  have  been 
so  assessed  and  collected,  a  failure  by  the  plaintiff  to  take  such  appeal  must 
be  pleaded  by  the  defendant  in  abatement  of  the  action,  and  unless  it  is, 
he  will  be  deemed  to  have  waived  the  objection. 

When  taxes  are  paid  on  the  demand  of  an  officer  having  authority  to  collect 
them  by  distraint,  there  is  sufficient  duress  of  the  property  to  make  the 
payment  involuntary. 

The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  patent  for  the  exclusive  manufacture  and 
sale  of  a  certain  "Concentrator,"  and  employed  others  to  construct  the 
machines  for  him  at  so  much  a  piece,  and  then  sold  them  at  about  100  per 
centum  advance  on  the  price  paid  for  their  construction:  Held,  that  under 
sections  79  and  86  of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  119,  122),  the 
plaintiff  was  the  manufacturer  of  such  machines  and  liable  for  a  tax  upon 
the  sum  realized  by  the  sale  of  them. 
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Deady,  J.  This  action  is  brought  against  the  defendant, 
as  Collector  of  the  Internal  Eevenue  for  the  First  District 
of  California.  It  was  commenced  in  the  Twelfth  District 
Court  of  the  State,  and  removed  to  this  Court  on  the  appli- 
cation of  defendant.  The  cause  was  tried  upon  the  amended 
complaint,  filed  in  this  Court,  and  the  answer  of  the  defend- 
ant, without  a  jury.  The  object  of  the  action  is  to  recover 
from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $329.10,  paid  to  him  for  a 
manufacturer's  license  and  as  a  manufacturer's  tax. 

From  the  evidence  and  the  admissions  in  the  pleadings, 
it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  patent  right 
for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  "  Hendy's  Patent  Concen- 
trator." The  plaintiff  employed  certain  foundrymen  to  con- 
struct a  number  of  those  machines  for  him,  for  which  he 
paid  them  from  $125  to  $160  apiece.  The  foundrymen  had 
a  manufacturer's  license,  and  paid  the  manufacturer's  tax 
upon  the  money  which  they  received  from  the  plaintiff  for 
constructing  the  machines.  The  contractors  constructed 
these  machines  exclusively  for  the  plaintiff,  and  were  not 
authorized  to  sell  any  of  them,  except  in  pursuance  of  his 
special  directions.  The  plaintiff  kept  the  machines  for  sale, 
and  sold  them  at  $250  and  $300  apiece— about  one  hundred 
per  centum  more  than  the  cost  of  construction. 

The  assessor  of  the  district  assessed  the  plaintiff  for  a 
manufacturer's  license  and  with  the  manufacturer's  tax  upon 
the  sums  received  by  him  from  the  sale  of  machines,  over 
and  above  the  cost  of  construction.  In  the  course  of  his 
official  business,  these  assessments  were  collected  from  the 
plaintiff  by  the  defendant — the  former  paying  the  sum  under 
protest,  and  after  the  issuing  and  exhibition  to  him  of  a 
warrant  to  distrain  his  property  for  the  same. 

This  is  the  case.  But  before  considering  it  upon  its 
merits,  it  is  proper  to  refer  to  the  provision  in  section  19  of 
the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  152),  which  enacts  as 
follows : 

"  That  no  suit  shall  be  maintained  in  any  Court  for  the 
recovery  of  any  tax,  alleged  to  have  been  erroneously  or 
27 
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illegally  assessed  or  coll.eeted,  until  appeal  shall  have  been 
duly  made  to  the  Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue." 

No  notice  is  taken  of  this  provision,  in  either  the  plead- 
ings or  the  argument. 

Does  the  statute  operate  to  prevent  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  unless  the  complaint  shows  that  an  appeal  has  been 
taken  ?  or  does  it  merely  furnish  a  defence  to  the  action, 
which  the  defendant,  as  his  personal  privilege,  may  plead 
and  insist  upon,  or  waive  by  his  silence  ? 

By  the  Statute  of  Limitation,  it  is  declared  that  an  action 
shall  not  be  maintained,  upon  certain  causes  of  action,  un- 
less commenced  within  a  specified  time.  But  this  statute 
was  never  held  to  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  and 
the  defendant,  to  obtain  the  benefit  of  it,  must  set  up  and 
insist  upon  the  bar.  In  my  judgment  the  cases  are  parallel. 
This  statute  should  not  be  construed  to  limit  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court,  but  as  a  qualified  restraint  upon  the  general 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  an  action  "for  the  recovery 
of  a  tax  erroneously  or  illegally  assessed  or  collected."  The 
right  of  action  exists  in  favor  of  the  party  injured  by  the 
collection  of  the  tax,  independent  of  the  statute.  The  statute, 
to  save  the  Government,  now  represented  by  the  defendant, 
the  trouble  and  expense  of  unnecessary  litigation,  requires 
the  plaintiff  to  first  present  his  claim  for  relief,  by  appeal, 
to  the  Oommisioner. 

In  this  view  of  the  matter,  it  is  not  necessary  to  the  main- 
tenance of  the  action,  for  the  complainant  to  show  that  an 
appeal  has  been  made  to  the  Commissioner.  If  no  appeal 
has  been  made,  the  defendant  may  protect  himself,  by  plea 
to  that  effect,  in  abatement  of  the  action,  or  he  may  by  his 
silence  waive  this  defence,  and  then  it  becomes  immaterial 
whether  an  appeal  was  made  to  the  Commissioner  or  not. 

The  defendant  in  his  answer  avers  that  the  plaintiff  paid 
these  taxes  voluntarily,  and  therefore  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover them  back,  even  if  they  were  illegally  assessed.  But 
the  proof  establishes  the  contrary.  The  taxes  were  de- 
manded by  an  officer  having  authority  to  collect  them  by 
distraint — without  action.     That  is  sufficient  duress  of  the 
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plaintiff's  property,  to  make  the  payment  involuntary.  (Mari- 
posa Co.  T.  Bowman,  Ante,  228.) 

If  then,  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  manufacturer  of  these 
machines,  he  is  entitled  to  judgment  for  the  amount 
claimed. 

For  the  purpose  of  indicating  who  are  required  to  take 
out  a  manufacturer's  license,  a  manufacturer  is  defined  by 
the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  119),  as  foUows: 

"Any person,  firm,  or  corporation,  who  shall  manufac- 
ture, by  hand  or  machinery,  any  goods,  wares,  or  mer- 
chandise, not  otherwise  provided  for,  exceeding  annually 
the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars,  or  who  shall  be  engaged  in 
the  manufacture,  or  preparation  for  sale,  of  any  article  or 
compound,  *  *  *  shall  be  regarded  as  a  manu- 
facturer." 

By  the  same  act  (14  Stat.  122),  it  is  provided  that  the 
manufacturers  shall  pay  a  certain  tax  ad  valorem  upon 
"  goods,  wares  and  merchandise"  therein  mentioned,  "pro- 
duced and  sold  or  manufactured,  or  made  and  sold  *  *  * 
within  the  United  States;"  and  that  the  "  return  of  the  value 
and  quantity"  of  goods,  etc.,  manufactured,  shall  contain 
"  an  account  of  the  full  amount  of  actual  sales  made  by  the 
manufacturer  or  producer,"  and  that  the  "  value  and  quan- 
ity  of  the  goods,  etc.,  'i,h.aS\.  be  estimated  by  the  actual  sales 
made  by  the  manufacturer." 

The  tax  is  not  imposed  upon  goods  manufactured  merely, 
but  upon  goods  manufactured  and  sold  or  removed  for  con- 
sumption, etc.  The  tax  imposed  upon  the  manufacture  of 
these  machines  was  ad  valorem — a  per  centum  of  their 
market  value — the  sum  received  for  them  on  actual  sales. 

From  these  premises  it  is  evident  that  the  tax  imposed 
upon  the  manufacturer  of  these  machines,  should  have  been 
assessed  upon  the  amount  for  which  they  sold,  and  not  the 
mere  cost  of  construction.  Who  is  liable  for  it  ?  To  whom 
should  the  assessment  be  made?  the  plaintiff  or  the  me- 
chanics who  constructed  the  machines  ?  The  Government 
is  entitled  to  the  tax,  and  one  or  the  other  of  them  must  pay 
it.     Justice  at  once  suggests  that  the  person  who  sold  the 
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macliines  and  received  the  money  arising  from  the  actual 
sales,  should  pay  the  tax.  This  is  the  plaintiff.  Besides, 
the  plaintiff  comes  exactly  within  the  latter  clause  of  the 
definition  of  a  manufacturer,  in  the  act  already  cited.  He 
is  a  person  engaged  in  the  manufacture  or  preparation  of 
these  machines  for  sale.  To  be  engaged  in  the  manufacture 
of  machines,  it  is  not  necessary  that  a  person  should  make 
them  with  his  own  hands,  or  that  the  work  shoidd  progress 
under  his  personal  inspection.  Properly  speaking,  the 
plaintiff  should  have  been  assessed  with  the  whole  value  of 
the  machines,  but  the  omission  to  do  so,  is  no- reason  why 
he  should  not  have  paid  what  he  did.  The  persons  who 
constructed  these  machines  for  the  plaintiff,  did  not  manu- 
facture them  for  sale,  or  sell  them — they  simply  made  them 
as  workmen  for  wages  or  hire. 

The  plaintiff,  on  the  other  hand,  was  engaged  in  the  manu- 
facture of  the  machines  for  sale,  and  sold  them.  In  his 
hands,  their  value  consisted  of  the  cost  of  production,  and 
the  price  he  could  induce  the  public  to  give  in  addition, 
rather  than  do  without  them,  as  his  patent  gave  him  a  mo- 
nopoly of  the  article. 

The  plaintiff  is  vrithin  the  statute  definition  of  a  manufac- 
turer, and  therefore  liable  to  pay  the  license  tax.  He  is  the 
manufacturer  also  of  these  machines,  and  ought  to  pay  a  tax 
upon  the  sum  realized  by  the  sale  of  them.  It  can  make  no 
difference  that  fifty  per  cent,  of  this  value  arises  from  the 
fact  that  the  plaintiff  has  a  monopoly  of  this  production. 
Like  causes  or  the  exact  converse  enter  into  and  modify  the 
market  price  of  all  articles  of  manufacture.  The  tax  is  im- 
posed upon  the  result — the  price  obtained — be  it  more  or 
less,  from  whatever  cause*  The  greater  the  sum  realized 
the  greater  the  tax,  and  vice  versa. 

The  plaintiff  might  employ  all  the  manufacturers  or  pro- 
ducers of  a  particular  article,  in  this  community,  to  work 
for  him  for  a  given  period.  By  this  means  he  might  control 
the  market  so  as  to  command  a  large  price  for  his  goods. 
But  if  so,  he  is  taxed  accordingly.  In  other  words,  it  is 
immaterial  what  conduces  to  give  an  article  its  market  value. 
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"WhateTer  that  value  is,  tlie  tax  must  be  imposed  upon  that 
basis. 

Judgment  must  be  given  for  the  defendant. 

Elisha  Cook,  for  plaintiff. 

B.  F.  Morrison,  for  defendant. 


CIBCUIT  COTJET,  MAKCH  .SI,  1868. 
JOHN  PAEEOTT  v.  D.  N.  BAENEY  et  al. 

Where  a  demurreris  taken  to  the  complmni,,  if  either  count  therein  is  good,  it 
must  be  overruled. 

The  statutes  of  Marlebridge  and  Glooester  oonoerning  waste  are  a  part  of  the 
common  law,  brought  to  this  country  by  the  colonists  from  England. 

The  Statute  of  California  (Prao.  Act,  §  250),  which  gives  an  fiction  to  the 
person  aggrieved  against  a  tenant  who  may  commit  waste,  includes  permis- 
sive waste. 

If  a  tenant  at  wiU  commit  voluntary  waste  he  is  liable  not  as  a  tenant  but  as 
a  trespasser,  but  for  mere  permissive  waste — a  neglect  to  keep  the  premi- 
ses in  repair — ^he  is  not  liable. 

A  tenancy  from  year  to  year  is  not  a  tenancy  at  wUl,  but  for  a  term — a  pre- 
scribed and  certain  time. 

When  waste  is  committed  by  a  stranger  during  the  term  of  the  tenant,  an 
action  on  the  case  may  be  maintained  therefor,  either  against  the  tenant 
who  Buffered  the  waste  or  the  stranger  who  committed  it. 

An  allegation  that  the  defendants  held  certain  premises  as  tenants  thereof  to 
the  plaintiffs  under  a  demise  to  them  for  a  certain  rent,  imports  a  tenancy 
for  a  term. 

Deady,  J.  This  action  was  commenced  on  March  20, 
1867,  in  the  Twelfth  District  Court  of  the  State.  On  August 
21,  1867,  the  defendants  appeared  to  the  action  by  attorney 
and  petitioned  to  have  the  cause  removed  to  this  Court.  On 
September  21,  1867,  the  State  Court  made  an  order  allowing 
the  petition  for  removal. 

The  action  has  been  tried  in  this  Court  upon  the  com- 
plaint of  the  plaintiff  and  the  demurrer  of  the  defendants 
thereto. 

The  complaint  contains  three  counts :  From  the  first  count, 
it  appears  that  on  April  16,  1866,  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner 
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in  fee  of  certain  premises  in  the  city  of  San  Francisco,  at 
the  corner  of  Montgomery  and  California  streets,  and  that 
the  defendants  then  occupied  and  possessed  certain  por- 
tions of  said  premises,  under  the  plaintiff,  "as  his  tenants 
thereof  from  year  to  year  at  and  under  a  certain  yearly  rent" 
— the  reversion  thereof  being  in  the  plaintiff. 

That  the  defendants,  during  such  occupation  and  posses- 
sion, at  the  date  aforesaid,  "by  themselves  and  their  ser- 
vants, carelessly,  negligently,  improperly  and  improvidently 
introduced  and  caused  and  procured  to  be  introduced,  and 
suffered  and  permitted  to  be  introduced"  into  the  premises 
certain  explosive  substances,  which,  by  themselves  and 
servants  they  so  carelessly,  negligently,  etc.,  handled,  man- 
aged, etc.,  "that  the  same  then  and  there  exploded  with 
great  force  and  violence,  and  then  and  there  by  means  and 
force  of  the  said  explosion,  broke  down,  wasted  and  de- 
stroyed divers,"  etc.,  "being  parcel  of  the  freehold  of  the 
said  premises  so  held  by  them,  the  said  defendants,"  of  the 
value  of  120,000,  to  the  waste  and  injury  of  the  reversion  of 
the  plaintiff  and  his  damage,  $20,000,  and  "against  the  form 
of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided." 

The  second  count  alleges  that  a  certain  portion  of  the 
premises  above  mentioned,  at  the  date  aforesaid,  were  in 
the  occupation  and  possession  of  Gerrit  W.  Bell  and  the 
Union  Club,  as  tenants  of  the  plaintiff's  from  month  to 
month,  the  reversion  thereof  being  in  the  plaintiff;  and  that 
the  defendants  doing  business  as  aforesaid,  in  premises  in 
the  immediate  vicinity  of  those  occupied  by  Bell  and  the 
Union  Club,  caused  and  suffered  the  explosion  above  men- 
tioned to  take  place,  by  means  whereof,  there  was  broken 
down,  wasted  and  destroyed,  divers,  etc.,  being  parcel  of 
the  freehold  of  the  said  premises,  occupied  by  Bell  and  the 
Union  Club,  of  the  value  of  130,000,  to  the  waste  and  in- 
jury of  the  reversion  of  the  plaintiff',  and  his  damage  $30,- 
000. 

The  third  count  alleges  that  a  certain  portion  of  the  prem- 
ises was  held  and  occupied  by  the  defendants,  at  the  date 
aforesaid,  as  tenants  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  under  a  certain 
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demise  and  rent,  and  that  Gerrit  W.  Bell  and  the  Union 
Club,  occupied  a  certain  other  portion  of  the  premises  as 
tenants  of  the  plaintiff,  the  reversion  thereof  being  in  the 
plaintiff;  and  that  the  defendants,  while  occupying  the 
premises  aforesaid,  caused  and  suffered  the  explosion  above 
mentioned  to  take  place,  by  means  whereof  there  was  wasted 
and  destroyed  divers,  etc.,  portions  of  the  premises,  to  the 
injury  of  the  reversion  of  the  plaintiff,  $50,000. 

The  complaint  concludes  with  a  prayer  for  treble  damages 
upon  the  first  count,  and  single  damages  upon  the  others — 
in  aU  $100,000. 

The  demurrer  is  taken  "to  the  complaint,''''  and  not  any 
particular  part  of  it.  The  causes  of  demurrer  assigned,  are 
the  same  as  to  each  count :  that  it  does  not  state  facts  suf- 
ficient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

If  either  count  in  the  complaint  is  sufficient,  the  demurrer 
being  to  the  whole  must  be  overruled.  (1  Chit.  Plead.  664, 
and  note;  Weaver  v.  Conger,  10  Cal.  237.) 

It  seems  that  by  the  ancient  common  law,  tenants  were 
not  liable  to  an  action  for  waste,  except  those  who  were  in 
by  operation  of  law — as  tenant  in  dower  or  guardian  in 
chivalry.  To  protect  the  inheritance  against  the  waste  of 
tenants  in,  by  act  of  the  parties,  whether  for  life  or  years, 
the  Statute  of  Marlebridge  was  passed.  (52  Hen^  III.,  c. 
23,  Year  1267.)  This  statute  provided:  "Also  fermers  dur- 
ing their  terms  shall  not  make  waste,  sale  or  exile  of  house, 
woods  and  men,  nor  of  anything  belonging  to  the  tenements, 
that  they  have  to  ferm,  without  special  license  had  by  writ- 
ing of  covenant  making  mention  that  they  may  do  it;  which 
thing  if  they  do  and  thereof  be  convict,  they  shall  yield  full 
damages  and  shall  be  punished  by  amerciament."  (Chit. 
Stat.,  vol.  1,  pt.  1,  3.) 

This  statute  proving  insufficient,  the  statute  of  Glocester 
was  passed.  (6  Edward  I.,  c.  5,  Year  1278.)  This  statute 
provided:  "That  a  man  from  henceforth  shall  have  a  writ  of 
waste  in  the  chancery  against  him  that  holdeth  by  the  law 
of  England,  or  otherwise,  for  term  of  life  or  for  term  of 
years  or  a  woman  in  dower;  and  he  which  shall  be  attained 
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of  waste  shall  leese  the  thing  that  he  hath  wasted,  and  more- 
over shall  recompense  thrice  so  much  as  the  waste  shall  be 
taxed  at,"  etc.     (Chit.  Stat.,  vol.  1,  pt.  2,  1106.) 

These  ancient  statutes  are  a  part  of  the  common  law, 
brought  to  this  country  by  the  colonists  from  England. 
When  the  migration  to  America  began,  they  had  been  in 
force  in  the  mother  country  for  four  centuries,  and  were 
then  practically  as  much  a  part  of  the  English  common  law 
as  the  oldest  traditions  of  the  courts.  (Com.  v.  Knowlton, 
2  Mass.  534;  Sachett  v.  Sackeit,  8  Pick.  ,314;  4  Kent's  Com. 
81'.) 

These  statutes  were  construed  to  comprehend  permissive 
as  well  as  commissive  waste.  To  do  or  make  waste  in  a  legal 
sense  includes  negligent  as  well  as  voluntary  waste.  The 
words  "shall  not  make  waste,"  are  construed  as  a  prohibi- 
tion to  suffer  waste.  An  averment  that  waste  was  committed 
is  supported  by  proof  of  negligence  from  which  waste  ensued. 
(10  Bac.  Ab.  421-2;  4  Kent's  Com.  82;  2  Black.  Com.  283; 
2  Saunders,  252;  Robinson  v.  Wheeler,  25  N.  T.  259.) 

In  this  State  and  at  this  day  the  remedy  and  compensa- 
tion for  waste  are  prescribed  by  the  Practice  Act  (§  250). 
It  reads : 

"If  a  guardian,  tenant  for  life  or  years,  joint  tenant,  or 
tenant  in  common  of  real  property,  commit  waste  thereon, 
any  person  aggrieved  by  the  waste  may  bring  an  action 
against  him  therefor,  in  which  action  there  may  be  judment 
for  triple  damages. 

For  the  defendants  it  is  argued  that  this  section  does  not 
include  permissive  waste — the  waste  set  forth  in  this  com- 
plaint. The  argument  presumes  that  the  phrase  commit 
waste  must  be  taken  in  its  narrowest  literal  signification,  and 
that  merely  permitting  waste,  or  suffering  it  to  occur,  does 
not  bring  a  tenant  within  the  statute. 

The  California  statute  is  a  substantial  condensation  and 
enactment  of  sections  1,  2,  3  and  4  of  the  New  York  Eevised 
Statutes.     (2  Eev.  Stat.  334.) 

These  sections  of  the  revised  statutes  are  a  substantial 
copy  of  the  statutes  of  Marlebridge  and  Glocester,  including 
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the  subsequent  one  of  13  Edward  I.,  c.  22,  which  made  joint 
tenant  or  tenant  in  common  liable  to  his  co-tenant  for 
waste. 

The  New  York  statute  of  waste,  like  its  English  prototype, 
was  construed  to  include  permissive  waste.  (CooJe  v.  TJie 
Champlain  Iransportation  Co.,  1  Denio,  104;  Robinson  v. 
JVheder,  25  N.  Y.  259.)  This  California  statute  must  re- 
ceive the  same  construction  as  the  English  and  New  York. 
In  enacting  the  former,  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  legis- 
lature intended  to  adopt  as  a  part^of  it,  the  current  and  long 
established  construction  of  the  latter.  The  statutes  all  use 
the  same  language:  "  shall  not mafe  waste" — (Marlebridge) 
"be  attainted  of  waste  shall  leese  the  thing  that  he  hath 
wasted,"  (Glocester) — "  shall  commit  waste"  (N.  Y.  Eev- 
Stat.) — "  commit  waste"  (Cal.  Stat). 

The  cases  cited  by  counsel  for  defendant  ( Torriano  et  al. 
T.  Young,  6  Car.  and  Payne,  8;  Gibson  v.  Wells,  1  Bosanquet 
and  PuUer,  290;  Holt's  Ni.  Pri.  7),  only  go  to  show  that  at 
that  time  the  action  on  the  case  was  not  considered  a  -proper 
remedy  for  permissive  waste.  They  do  not  decide  that 
tenant  for  years  was  not  liable  for  permissive  waste.  The 
action  on  the  case  had  then  almost  superseded  the  writ 
of  waste  for  commissive  waste,  but  as  to  permissive  waste  it 
was  thought  by  some  courts  and  judges  that  case  would  not 
He. 

Here  the  distinction  between  common  law  actions  is 
abolished,  and  the  ancient  writ  of  waste  was  never  known. 
The  statute  declares  who  shall  be  liable  for  waste,  and  to 
whom.  It  also  prescribes  the  remedy  and  the  measure  of 
damages.  This  remedy  is  an  action  against  the  tenant — prac- 
tically an  action  on  the  case — the  circumstances.  The  action 
or  remedy  given  is  as  broad  as  the  statute,  and  may  be 
maintained  by  the  party  aggrieved  against  the  tenant  for 
either  commissive  or  permissive  waste.  What  constitutes 
waste,  the  statutes  has  left  to  the  courts  and  the  common 
law  to  determine. 

The  first  count  alleges  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year.  Coun- 
sel for  the  defendants  insist  that  this  allegation  only  amounts 
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to  an  averment  of  a  tenancy  at  will,  and  that,  therefore,  de- 
fendants are  not  within  the  statute  and  not  liable  for  waste. 
If  tenant  at  will  commit  voluntary  waste,  he  is  not  liable  as 
a  tenant,  but  as  a  trespasser  for  a  trespass.  The  act  of 
waste  being  inconsistent  with  such  a  tenure,  it  determines 
the  tenancy  or  estate,  and  the  tenant  is  deemed  a  trespasser. 
For  mere  permissive  waste — a  neglect  or  failure  to  kfeep  the 
premises  in  repair-^a  tenant  at  will  was  never  liable.  His 
tim«  in  the  premises  is  too  uncertain  for  the  law  to  impose 
that  burden  or  duty  upon  him. 

The  waste  ^complained  of  in  this  count,  is  in  one  sense, 
and  it  may  be  the  only  sense,  permissive.  It  was  not  inten- 
tional. Yet  it  was  the  direct  and  immediate  result  of  the 
positive  act  of  the  tenants,  and  I  am  not  prepared  to  admit 
that  they  are  not  liable  for  it  as  trespassers,  even  if  they  were 
merely  tenants  at  will.  But  I  am  satisfied,  upon  both  reason 
and  authority,  that  the  tenancy  described  in  this  count  is  a 
tenancy  for  years.  All  that  is  necessary  to  constitute  a  tenant 
for  years,  is,  that  he  have  a  certain  time  in  the  premises,  be 
it  for  a  day  or  a  thousand  years.  A  tenancy  from  year 
to  year  is  a  tenancy  for  a  definite  recurring  period,  and  not 
at  wUl. 

During  each  of  such  periods  it  is  a  tenancy  for  the  time 
or  term  of  one  year.  How  often  it  may  be  renewed  and 
how  long  continued  by  such  renewal,  depends  upon  the 
future  conduct  of  the  parties,  and  is,  therefore,  uncertain. 
But  for  the  current  year — in  this  case  the  year  of  the  alleged 
explosion  and  waste — these  tenants  held  the  premises  inde- 
pendent of  the  will  of  their  landlord. 

They  had  a  term — a  prescribed  and  certain  time  in  the 
tenements.  They  were  termors — tenants  for  a  term — a  time 
certain,  "and  not  at  will.  (10  Bac.  Ab.  446;  4  Kent's  Com. 
111-117;  2  Black.  Com.  147,  n.  12  and  13.) 

The  defendants  being  tenants  for  a  year,  are  within  the 
statute  giving  the  action  for  waste,  and  are,  therefore,  liable 
to  the  person  aggrieved  for  waste  done  or  suffered  by  them 
during  their  term. 

As  to  waste  arising  from  non-repair  merely,  the  liability 
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of  tenant  for  years  would  materially  depend  upon  the  dura- 
tion of  his  term.  Between  a  tenant  for  a  term  of  one  hun- 
dred years  and  one  year,  I  think  there  should  be  a  marked 
difference  in  this  respect.  But  a  tenant  for  one  year  or  one 
day  ought  to  be  liable  for  waste  which  results  directly  from 
his  negligent  or  unskillftd  manner  of  using  the  property. 
In  the  one  case  the  tenant  is  merely  passive,  but  in  the 
other,  in  doing  a  lawful  act,  without  lawful  care  or  skill,  he 
causes  affirmative  and  positive  injury  to  the  premises.  For 
instance,  a  tenant  for  a  term  of  one  year  negligently  leaves 
the  orchard  gate  open,  so  that  the  beasts  of  the  field  enter 
and  destroy  the  trees,  or  in  conducting  water  to  the  garden 
he  negligently  or  unskillfully  allows  the  stream  to  under- 
mine the  dwelling-house,  so  as  to  overthrow  it.  Technically 
speaking,  this  may  be  what  the  books  call  permissive  waste 
— I  suppose  it  is.  The  result  was  not  intended,  but  pro- 
duced by  negligence  or  want  of  skill.  Yet  a  tenant  ought 
to  be  liable  for  such  waste  without  reference  to  the  length 
or  duration  of  his  term.  Because  it  is  produced  not  by  a 
failure  to  repair,  but  by  positive  misconduct.  The  first 
count  is  sufficient,  and  the  demurrer  being  taken  to  the  whole 
complaint,  must  therefore  be  overruled. 

But,  in  my  judgment,  the  second  and  third  counts  are  also 
good. 

The  second  count  is  simply  an  action  on  the  case  by  one 
who  has  the  inheritance  against  a  stranger,  for  waste  on  the 
demised  premises  during  the  term.  It  having  been  shown 
in  the  consideration  of  the  first  count,  that  the  injuries  com- 
plained of  amounted  to  waste,  for  which  the  tenants  were 
liable  to  the  landlords,  whether  committed  by  themselves  or 
others,  it  follows  that  the  action  can  be  maintained  by  the 
landlord,  against  either  the  tenant  who  suffered  the  waste 
or  the  stranger  who  committed  or  caused  it.  (6  Con.  328; 
Shorty.  Wilson,  13  John.  37;  AttersolY.  Stevens,  1  Taunton, 
198.) 

The  special  objection  to  the  third  count  is,  that  the  ten- 
ancy is  not  sufficiently  alleged.  The  allegation  is  sub- 
stantially, that  the  defendants  held  certain  portions  of  the 
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premises  as  tenants  thereof  to  the  plaintiff,  under  a  demise 
to  them,  and  for  a  certain  rent.  The  allegation  is  an  un- 
qualified averment  that  there  was  a  lease  to  the  defendants 
for  a  certain  rent,  payable  to  the  plaintiff,  who  had  the  in- 
heritance and  immediate  reversion.  True,  it  does  not 
affirmatively  appear  that  the  lease  was  for  a  term  of  years, 
and  it  may  have  been  at  will.  But  the  most  reasonable  con- 
clusion is,  that  the  allegation  imports  a  tenancy  for  a  term. 
{Robinson  v.  Wheeler,  25  N.  T.  263.) 

In  the  course  of  the  oral  argument  upon  the  demurrer, 
the  prayer  of  the  complaint  was  criticised.  In  passing  upon 
the  demurrer  I  have  paid  no  attention  to  the  prayer  of  the 
complaint.  In  a  common  law  action  the  demand  for  relief 
is  a  mere  matter  of  form,  except  it  be  considered  in  the 
light  of  a  proposition  to  the  adverse  party.  What  relief  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to,  will  depend  upon  the  facts  stated  and 
the  law  arising  thereon,  and  not  the  prayer.  Upon  this 
complaint,  the  plaintiff  being  entitled  to  recover  something, 
must  have  damages  commensurate  with  the  injury  which  the 
proof  may  show  that  he  has  sustained  in  consequence  of  the 
waste.  An  action  for  waste  cannot  be  maintained  unless 
authori^ied  by  the  statute.  The  Court  will  take  notice  of 
the  statute,  and  the  complaint  need  not  notice  it  or  conclude 
against  the  form  of  it.  A  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  should, 
as  in  ordinary  actions  for  tort,  be  for  the  amount  of  damage 
actually  sustained.  The  judgment  of  the  Court,  by  author- 
ity of  the  statute,  may  be  given  for  treble  that  sum,  or  not, 
depending  upon  the  circumstances  of  aggravation  or  mitiga- 
tion that  attended  the  commission  of  the  waste. 

John  Doyle,  for  plaintiff. 

Eugene  Casserly,  for  defendants. 
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CIKCUIT  COURT,  APKIL  16,  1868. 

WILLIAM  H.  HOWLAND,  HOEACE  B.  ANGELL,  lEWIN 
T.  KING  AND  CYEUS  PALMER  v.  PEANK  SOULE. 

Section  10  of  the  act  of  Marcli  2,  1867  (14  Stat.  152),  amends  section  19  of 
the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  475),  by  adding  thereto  as  follows:  "And 
no  suit  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the  assessment  or  collection  of  tax 
shall  be  maintained  in  any  Court:"  Held,  that  this  prohibition  included 
a  suit  to  restrain  the  collection  of  any  sum  by  authority  of  the  United 
States,  having  the  form  and  color  of  a  tax,  by  any  means  authorized  by 
law  for  the  collection  of  taxes. 

Deady,  J.  The  complainants  are  the  proprietors  of  the 
Miners'  Foundry,  in  San  Francisco.  The  defendant  is  the 
Collector  of  Internal  Keyenue  for  this  district.  From  Sep- 
tember, 1862,  until  October,  1865,  the  complainants,  as 
manufacturers,  made  monthly  returns,  and  paid  the  taxes 
levied  upon  such  returns.  About  October  1,  1865,  the  as- 
sessor for  the  district  went  upon  the  premises  of  the  com- 
plainants, and  upon  an  examination  of  their  books  and 
materials,  determined  that  their  returns,  anterior  to  that 
time,  were  false ;  and  thereupon  said  assessor  made  a  re- 
assessment of  their  manufactures  for  the  period  between 
September,  1862,  and  October,  1865.  The  taxes  levied  upon 
this  assessment,  and  the  penalties  for  the  prior  fraudulent 
returns  (amounting  in  round  numbers  to  120,000),  were  de- 
livered to  the  defendant  for  collection.  The  defendant  gave 
notice  to  the  complainants  that  unless  the  amount  was  paid, 
he  should  proceed  to  collect  the  same  by  distraint  of  their 
property  as  provided  by  law. 

On  October  10,  1867,  the  complainants  commenced  this 
suit  in  the  Fourth  District  Court  of  the  State,  to  enjoin  the 
defendant  from  collecting  the  tax  by  distraint.  On  petition 
to  this  Court  by  defendant,  the  cause  was  removed  here — 
October  14,  1867 — by  certiorari.  In  the  meantime  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  was  allowed  in  the  State  Court,  which 
injunction  was  subsequently  continued  in  this  Court,  by 
order  of  the  District  Judge. 
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The  cause  has  been  heard  on  bill  and  answer,  by  consent 
of  parties. 

The  complaint  alleges  that  the  returns  of  the  complainants' 
were  correct  and  accepted  by  the  assistant  assessor  then  in 
office  and  authorized  to  receive  the  same ;  and  also  that  the 
question  of  their  correctness  has  been  adjudicated  in  an 
action  by  the  United  States  against  the  complainants  for 
sundry  penalties,  alleged  to  have  been  incurred  by  com- 
plainants, on  account  of  the  incorrectness  of  such  returns. 

The  answer  denies  the  correctness  of  the  returns,  and 
avers  that  they  were  false  and  fraudulent ;  and  also  that  the 
additional  assessment  was  correct  and  made  in  pursuance  of 
law.  For  the  purposes  of  the  hearing,  the  answer  is  taken 
to  be  true. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  various  questions  were  dis- 
cussed by  counsel  which  I  do  not  deem  necessary  to  con- 
sider. 

By  section  10  of  the  Act  of  March  2, 1867  (14  Stat.,  152), 
section  19  of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  475),  is 
amended  by  adding  thereto  as  follows  : 

"And  no  suit  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the  assess- 
ment or  collection  of  tax  shall  be  maintained  in  any  Court." 

In  my  judgment  this  clause  prohibits  the  maintenance  of 
this  suit.     I  cannot  see  how  it  can  be  otherwise  construed. 

Counsel  for  the  complainants  admits  the  statute  and  its 
validity,  but  seeks  to  avoid  its  application  to  this  case.  His 
argument  is  twofold,  and  may  be  briefly  stated  thus  : 

I.  This  is  an  illegal  tax,  and  therefore  no  tax.  A  suit  to 
enjoin  the  collection  of  this  demand  is  therefore  not  a  suit 
to  restrain  the  collection  of  a  tax. 

H.  This  suit  is  not  brought  to  restrain  the  collection  of 
a  tax,  but  only  to  prevent  its  collection  by  force — without 
action— by  distraint.  , 

Admitting  that  a  Court  might  determine  this  tax  to  be 
illegal  or  erroneous,  it  does  not  follow  that  a  suit  to  restrain 
its  collection  is  not  within  the  prohibition  of  the  statute. 
The  object  of  the  statute  is  to  prevent  the  assessment  and 
collection  of  the  public  revenue  from  being  hindered  or  de- 
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layed  by  judicial  proceedings,  at  the  instigation  and  upon 
the  representation  of  parties  interested  to  avoid  or  resist  the 
payment  of  taxes.  The  statute  would  be  wJioUy  inadequate 
to  that  object,  if  such  parties  were  allowed  to  maintain  suits 
to  enjoin  the  collection  of  a  tax,  because,  as  they  say,  the 
proceedings  in  the  Revenue  Department  were  erroneous  or 
illegal. 

A  person  not  pleased  with  a  tax  will  readily  conclude  that 
it  is  illegal  or  erroneous,  and  a  suit  for  injunction  follows. 
His  neighbor  soon  catches  the  infection,  and  the  result 
would  be  that  the  wheels  of  Government  would  be  stopped 
by  injunction  and  revenue  would  cease  to  flow  into  its 
treasury.  "To  tax  and  to  please,  no  more  than  to  love  and 
be  wise,  is  not  given  to  man." 

The  statute  prohibits  all  suits  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  a 
tax,  and  leaves  the  person  who  considers  himself  aggrieved 
by  the  collection  thereof  to  the  ordinary  and  usual  remedy — 
an  action  at  law  to  recover  back  the  amount  paid. 

This  is  a  tax  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  It  has 
the  form  and  color  of  a  tax.  It  was  assessed  upon  manu- 
factured articles  liable  to  a  duty,  by  a  person  in  office  and 
clothed  with  authority  over  the  subject  matter.  The  tax 
has  come  to  the  defendant  for  collection,  in  due  course  of 
office  and  from  the  proper  authority.  The  defendant  is  the 
person  authorized  to  collect  such  taxes,  and  by  the  means 
proposed — the  seizure  and  sale  of  the  complainants'  property. 

As  to  the  second  branch  of  the  argument  for  the  com- 
plainants, little  need  be  said.  The  mere  statement  of  it, 
appears  to  me,  to  be  a  sufficient  refutation  of  it.  It  assumes 
that  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  using  the  specific  means 
provided  by  law  for  the  collection  of  a  delinquent  tax,  is  not 
restraining  the  collection  of  that  tax.  The  defendant  is 
not  authorized  to  collect  the  tax  by  action  except  in  special 
cases  upon  the  express  directions  of  the  Eevenue  Bureau. 

But  if  it  was  entirely  optional  with  the  defendant,  whether 
to  coUect  by  distraint  or  suit,  to  enjoin  him  in  the  use  of 
either  would  be  contrary  to  the  manifest  spirit  and  purpose 
of  this  statute. 
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There  must  be  a  decree  dismissing  the  bill  and  for  costs 
and  expenses. 

George  Twrn&r,  for  complainant. 

-B.  F.  Morrison,  for  defendant. 


In  the  Disteict  ConsT  oe  the  United  States,  foe  the  Distbict 

OF  Oeegon. 

DISTRICT  COURT,  MAY  23,  1868. 

In  re  EGBERT  A.  SUTHERLAND. 

A  judgment  for  a  fine  is  not  a  debt  provable  in  bankruptcy. 

Deadt  J.  From  the  certificate  of  the  register  it  appears 
that  the  State  of  Oregon  proved  a  debt  against  the  estate  of 
the  bankrupt,  amounting  to  $1,394.46.  Upon  the  motion  of 
the  assignee,  the  claim  has  been  set  down  for  examination 
before  the  Court. 

Prom  the  evidence  and  admissions  of  the  counsel  for  the 
State  and  assignee,  it  appears  that  on  December  3  and  4, 
1861,  two  several  judgments  were  given  in  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  State  for  the  county  of  Multnomah,  sentencing  the 
bankrupt  to  pay  two  certain  fines,  and  that  he  be  committed 
until  the  same  be  paid.  The  debt  proved  before  the  reg- 
ister is  a  part  of  the  sum  for  which  these  judgments  were 
given,  the  remainder  having  been  paid. 

It  is  also  understood  from  the  admission  of  counsel  that 
these  fines  were  imposed  upon  the  bankrupt  as  a  punish- 
ment prescribed  by  law  for  the  commission  of  a  crime,  of 
which  he  had  been  duly  convicted.  Indeed  a  judgment  that 
a  party  pay  a  fine,  in  the  absence  of  anything  to  the  con- 
trary, must  be  presumed  to  have  been  given  as  a  punishment 
for  the  commission  of  a  crime. 

Section  15  of  the  act  of  January  25,  1854  (Or.  Laws, 
1854,  p.  473),  in  force  when  these  judgments  were  given, 
provides  that  "any  convict"  confined  in  jail  "for  the  non- 
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payment  of  a  fine,"  may  be  discharged  from  sucli  imprison- 
ment by  the  commissioners  of  the  county,  if  he  is  unable  to 
pay  the  fine ;  ' '  but  such  convict  shall  not  thereby  be  released 
from  the  payment  of  such  fine,  but  the  same  may  be  col- 
lected by  execution  at  any  future  time."  Under  this  act  the 
bankrupt  was  discharged  from  imprisonment  soon  after  the 
judgments  were  given. 

Section  19  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  declares,  "That  all  ddits 
due  and  payable  from  the  bankrupt  at  the  time  of  the  ad- 
judication of  bankruptcy,  *  *  *  may  be  proved  against 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupt."  Does  the  term  debt  include  a 
judgment  for  a  fine ?  3  Black  Com.  154,  says:  "the  legal 
acceptation  of  debt  is  a  sum  of  money  due  by  certain  and  Ex- 
press agreement."  Thi«,  however,  is  not  the  popular  accep- 
tation of  the  word.  In  Gray  v.  Bennett  (3  Met.  526)  the 
Court  say:  "The  word  debt  is  of  large  import,  including 
not  only  debts  of  record,  or  judgments,  and  debts  of  spe- 
cialty, but  also  obligations  under  simple  contracts  to  a  very 
wide  extent;  and  in  its  popular  sense  includes  all  that  is  due 
to  a  man  under  any  form  of  obligation  or  promise."  This 
view  of  the  subject  was  approved  by  Justice  Story.  (Carver 
V.  Braintrue  Man.  Co.,  2  Story,  447.) 

To  ascertain,  then,  whether^he  word  debt  is  here  used  in 
the  legal  or  popular  sense,  recourse  must  be  had  to  the  sub- 
ject matter  and  the  context.  Immediately  following  the 
general  clause  of  section  19,  concerning  debts,  as  above 
quoted,  it  is  provided,  that,  "All  demands  against  the 
bankrupt  for,  or  on  account  of,  any  goods  or  chattels  wrong- 
fidly  taken,  converted  or  withheld  by  him  may  be  proved  or 
allowed  as  debts,  to  the  amount  of  the  value  of  the  property 
so  taken  or  withheld,  with  interest."  The  section  then  pro- 
ceeds to  provide  for  the  case  of  contingent  debts  and  lia- 
bilities, as  well  as  unliquidated  damages  upon  a  contract  or 
promise,  and  then  concludes:  "No  debts  other  than  those 
above  specified,  shall  be  proved  or  allowed  against  the  es- 
tate." 

From  all  the  provisions  of  the  section  it  is  apparent  that 
the  word  debt  is  used  in  the  legal  or  limited  sense.     If  it 
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were  used  in  the  popular  sense  it  would  not  have  been 
necessary  to  have  specially  provided  that  "demands  for 
goods  wrongfully  taken,  etc.,  may  be  proved  or  allowed  as 
debts."  In  the  popular  sense  such  demands  are  debts,  and 
would  have  been  included  in  the  preceding  clause  providing 
for  the  proving  "  all  debts." 

A  discharge  in  bankruptcy  releases  the  bankrupt  from  all 
debts  which  were  or  might  have  been  proved  against  his 
estate.  (B.  Act.  §  34).  These  fines  were  imposed  upon  the 
bankrupt  as  a  punishment  for  crimes  of  which  he  was  con- 
victed. If  provable  against  his  estate,  he  may  be  discharged 
from  the  payment  of  them,  and  from  arrest  made  to  enforce 
su^h  payment. 

In  effect,  this  would  be  allowing  the  National  Govern- 
ment, through  its  Courts,  to  grant  pardons  for  crimes  com- 
mitted against  the  State.  A  person  convicted  of  man- 
slaughter, and  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  of  a  thousand  dollars, 
by  a  discharge  in  bankruptcy,  would  be  relieved  from  the 
punishment  affixed  by  law  to  his  crime.  I  do  not  think, 
that  the  act  while  it  reasonably  admits  of  any  other  con- 
struction, ought  to  be  construed  so  as  to  permit  or  allow 
such  a  consequence. 

Looking  at  the  letter  of  th%act,  or  the  nature  of  the  sub- 
ject, either  separately  or  conjuctively  it  appears  to  me,  that 
a  judgment  for  a  fine,  imposed  as  a  punishment  for  a  crime, 
is  not  a  debt  provable  against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt. 
Abstractedly  considered,  it  may  be  proper  that  such  a  judg- 
ment should  be  proved  as  a  debt  against  the  estate  for  the 
purpose  of  receiving  any  dividend  as  a  part  payment  there- 
of, without  effecting  a  full  discharge  of  the  same.  Such  a 
provision  is  found  in  section  33,  concerning  debts  created 
by  fraud  or  embezzlement,  or  by  defalcation,  while  acting 
as  a  public  officer,  or  in  a  fiduciary  character.  But  judgments 
for  fines  are  not  included  in  this  special  provision,  because 
not  enumerated  in  it.  ' 

In  the  People  v.  Spalding  (10  Paige  Ch.  284),  it  was  de- 
cided that  a  discharge  under  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  1841,  did 
not  discharge  a  party  from  a  judgment  for  a  fine  imposed 
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upon  him  as  a  punishment  for  a  contempt,  committed 
by  violating  an  injunction.  The  contempt  was  merely 
constructive,  and  the  fine  imposed  was  directed  by  statute 
to  be  ultimately  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  civil  injury  to 
the  party  who  obtained  the  injunction.  The  Court  of 
Errors  affirmed  the  decision.  (7  Hill.  301.)  On  error  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Errors  was  affirmed.     (4  How.  21.) 

This  case  seems  decisive  of  the  question.  Indeed  it  goes 
much  farther  than  the  Court  is  required  to  go  in  this  case. 
The  Bankrupt  Act  of  1841,  in  the  use  of  the  word  debt  is 
much  less  qualified,  than  the  present  one,  yet  the  Court  held 
that  it  did  not  include  a  judgment  for  a  fine.  In  the  case 
under  consideration,  the  fine  was  imposed,  purely  as  a  pun- 
ishment for  the  commission  of  an  actual  crime,  while  in  the 
case  cited,  the  fine  was  imposed,  nominally  as  a  punish- 
ment, but  in  reality  as  a  compensation  to  the  creditor  for  the 
civil  injury  he  sustained  by  reason  of  the  commission  of  the 
acts  constituting  the  contempt. 

The  claim  must  be  expunged  from  the  list  of  debts  proved 
against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt. 


M.  W.  Fechheimer,   for  the  assignee. 
M.  F.  Mulkey,  for  the  State. 
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PISTKICT  COURT,  JUNE  20,  1868. 

THE  LIVE  YANKEE. 

A  common  carrier  gave  a  receipt  for  two  casks  of  wine,  received  in  good 
order,  and  agreed  to  deliver  them  in  like  condition  at  the  end  of  the  voy- 
age, the  dangers  of  navigation  excepted;  in  a  suit  by  the  shipper  for  the 
non-delivery  of  the  goods,  the  carrier  claimed  that  the  wine  was  lost  on 
the  voyage  on  account  of  the  dangers  of  navigation  and  insufficiency  of 
the  casks;  Held,  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  carrier  to  show  that 
the  loss  arose  from  the  insufficiency  of  the  casks  or  the  dangers  of  navi- 
gation; and  that,  if  upon  the  whole  proof  it  was  doubtful  whether  the  loss 
arose  from  either  of  such  causes,  the  shipper  must  recover. 

Deady,  J.  On  April  20,  1868,  Levi  Millard  and  William 
J.  Van  Sclitiyver,  merchants  and  partners  in  the  city  of 
Portland,  filed  their  libel  against  the  barque  Live  Yankee, 
then  lying  in  the  port  of  Portland  on  Wallamet. 

The  libel  alleges  that  the  libeUants  on  or  about  October 
1,  1867,  shipped  on  The  Live  Yankee,  at  the  port  of  San 
Francisco,  California,  and  bound  for  the  port  of  Portland, 
among  other  goods,  two  f  casks  of  wine,  in  good  order  and 
condition,  to  the  libeUants,  the  damages  of  fire  and  naviga- 
tion excepted;  primage,  etc. 

That  The  Live  Yankee  soon  after  sailed  for  Portland,  at 
which  port  she  arrived  about  November  1,  1867,  and  that 
by  reason  of  the  improper  stowage  of  the  casks  and  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  master  and  crew  concerning  the  transporta- 
tion of  the  same,  they  were  wholly  lost  and  destroyed,  to 
the  damage  of  the  libeUants  1217. 

By  the  answer  of  the  respondents,  John  Wiggin,  master,  ' 
and  A.  S.  Abernethy,  intervening  for  their  interest  in  the 
barque,  the  voyage  in  question  is  admitted  to  have  been" 
made  between  October  4  and  November  5,  1867,  and  that 
the  libeUants  shipped  thereon,  among  other  goods,  etc., 
two  f  casks  of  port  wine,  as  alleged  in  the  libel;  and  as  to 
the  order  and  condition  of  such  casks  at  the  time  of  ship- 
ment, the  respondents  say  that  they  have  no  knowledge,  but 
allege  upon  information  that  there  were  secret  defects  in  the 
casks,  not  observed  when  received  on  board,   and  which 
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could  not  have  been  observed  or  remedied  after  they  were 
stowed,  and  that  the  value  of  the  goods  did  not  exceed  1100. 

The  answer  also  denies  that  the  casks  were  carelessly  or 
negligently  handled  or  stowed,  and  alleges  that  the  loss  of 
the  wine  was  owing  to  secret  defects  in  the  casks  and  the 
perils  of  navigation. 

On  the  trial  the  libellants  read  in  evidence  a  freight  re- 
ceipt as  follows : — 

"San  Francisco,  October  2,  1867. — Eeceived  from  P.  0. 
Dart,  419  Pront  street,  in  good  order,  on  board  the  barque 
Live  Yankee,  for  Portland,  Oregon,  (the  damages  of  fire 
and  navigation  excepted,)  the  following  packages,  marked 
M.  &  V."  Then  follows  a  list  of  the  goods  shipped  by  the 
libellants,  including  the  |  casks  of  wine. 

It  being  admitted  by  the  answer  that  the  casks  of  wine  were 
received  on  board  the  barque,  to  be  delivered  to  the  libel- 
lants at  Portland,  and  also  that  such  delivery  was  not  made, 
the  barque  is  prima  facie  liable  for  the  value  of  the  goods. 
In  addition  to  this,  it  appears  from  the  freight  receipt  that 
the  casks  were  in  good  order  when  received  by  the  master. 
This  being  so,  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  respondents, 
to  show  that  the  loss  occurred,  as  they  allege,  from  secret 
defects  in  the  casks,  or  the  perils  of  navigation.  (The 
Pacific,  arUe,  p.  17.) 

As  to  the  latter  defence,  the  evidence  fails  altogether. 
True,  as  appears  from  the  testimony  of  the  master,  the  voy- 
age was  a  long  and  stormy  one,  yet  so  far  as  he  is  able  to 
testify  no  water  went  down  the  hatches,  nor  did  any  portion 
of  the  cargo  shift  from  its  position.  At  Astoria  the  master 
procured  a  survey  of  the  hatches,  and  at  Portland  of  the 
cargo.  GUman,  an  experienced  seaman,  and  now  and  then 
a  Columbia  river  pilot,  was  one  of  the  persons  who  made 
these  surveys.  He  testifies  that  no  water -passed  down  the 
hatches,  and  that  no  part  of  the  cargo  had  shifted  its  posi- 
tion. ■  There  is  no  other  evidence  upon  this  point.  Under 
the  circumstances,  to  attribute  the  leakage  of  the  cas^s  to 
the  perils  of  the  sea,  would  be  a  mere  arbitrary  assumption 
unsupported  by  proof.     It  is  not  enough  to  show  that  the 
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vessel  encountered  adverse  win4s  and  heavy  vreather,  and 
therefore  the  loss  might  have  been  caused  by  these  elements. 
The  loss  of  the  wine  being  admitted,  if  the  respondents 
claim  that  it  was  occasioned  by  the  dangers  of  navigation, 
the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  them  to  show  it.  This  fact 
must  be  established  with  reasonable  certainty,  and  not  rest 
upon  mere  conjecture  or  possibility.  If  upon  the  whole  it 
is  doubtful  whether  the  loss  arose  from  the  perils  of  the  sea, 
or  the  negligence  or  want  of  skill  in  stowing  the  cargo  or 
navigating  the  vessel,  the  vessel  must  bear  the  loss. 

Counsel  for  the  respondent  maintains  that  if  it  is  doubt- 
ful how  the  loss  occurred  there  can  be  no  recovery*-that  the 
vessel  is  exonerated;  and  cites  Glark  et  al.  v.  Barnwell  et  al. 
(12  How.  280.)  But  I  do  not  so  read  this  authority.  The 
Court  say  in  effect,  p.  283,  that  the  proof  was  clear  that  the 
damage  was  occasioned  by  one  of  the  dangers  of  navigation, 
and  while  it  was  competent  for  the  libellants  to  show  that  it 
might  have  been  prevented  by  proper  skill  and  diligence  on 
the  part  of  the  respondents,  unless  such  proof  was  made, 
the  law  would  presume  that  the  damage  occurred  without 
negligence  or  fault  on  the  part  of  the  master  or  owners. 

The  case  cited  clearly  establishes  the  doctrine,  that  if  it 
be  first  admitted  or  shown  that  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  a 
peril  of  the  sea,  and  upon  the  proof  it  be  doubtful  whether 
such  peril  could  have  been  avoided  by  proper  skill  and  dili- 
gence, and  the  loss  thereby  prevented,  such  doubt  is  to  be 
resolved  in  favor  of  the  vessel,  for  in  that  stage  and  posture 
of  the  case,  the  law  shifts  the  burden  of  proof  to  the  libel- 
lants, who  must  establish  the  negligence  or  unskilHulness  of 
the  respondents,  before  they  can  recover.  But  in  the  case 
before  the  Court  it  is  not  admitted  that  the  loss  was  occa- 
sioned by  a  peril  of  the  sea.  On  the  contrary  this  is  the 
question  in  dispute  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the 
respondents,  who  have  the  affirmative  of  it.  Then  if  upon 
the  proof  it  be  doubtful  whether  the  loss  was  occasioned  by 
a  peril  of  the  sea,  that  doubt  must  be  resolved  in  favor  of 
the  libellants,  for  the  burden  is  upon  the  respondents  to  es- 
tablish that  fact. 
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As  to  the  question  of  whether  the  loss  arose  from  the  in- 
sufficiency of  the  casks  or  not,  the  case  is  not  so  clear.  The 
master  testifies  that  the  casks  were  weU  stowed  and  dun- 
naged,  with  bungs  up  and  bilge  free.  To  the  same  effect  is 
the  testimony  of  Gilman.  In  one  particular,  however,  there 
is  a  marked  difference  in  the  testimony  of  these  two  wit- 
nesses. The  master  states  that  these  casks,  with  the  others 
belonging  to  the  libellants,  were  stowed  on  the  bottom  of 
the  vessel,  one  tier  deep,  on  one  side  of  the  kelson,  and  then 
covered  with  salt  in  sacks.  Gilman  states  that  the  casks  in 
controversy  were  stowed  in  the  middle  tier  of  three  tiers  of 
liquor  casks ;  that  the  top  tier  was  barrels  of  whisky,  and 
that  there  was  no  salt  upon  them,  but  some  light  boxes  of 
dry  goods.  It  is  not  necessary  to  conclude  that  either  of 
these  witnesses  made  an  intentional  misstatement  about  this 
matter,  but  both  their  statements  in  this  respect  cannot  be 
true.  One  of  them  at  least  must  be  mistaken  about  the 
stowage  and  position  of  this  part  of  the  cargo.  But  this 
flat  contradiction  in  the  testimony  of  the  respondents'  wit- 
nesses must  be  taken  into  account  in  estimating  the  value  of 
their  testimony.  The  observation  or  memory  of  one  of 
them,  and  the  circumstances  do  not  disclose  which  of  them, 
is  much  at  faidt  and  unreliable. 

The  casks  have  been  brought  into  Court.  They  will  hold 
about  thirty  gallons  each — are  made  of  oak  and  hooped  with 
wooden  and  iron  hoops.  The  witnesses  say  they  are  French 
wine  casksj  or  very  good  imitations  of  them.  The  stains 
and  rust  upon  the  exterior  indicate  that  the  casks  are  old, 
but  no  particular  marks  or  appearances  of  decay  can  be 
seen.  One  of  them  is  altogether  empty,  while  in  the  other 
there  is  probably  ten  or  twelve  gallons.  The  chine-hoop  is 
off  one  end  of  the  empty  barrel  and  a  small  piece  of  the 
chine  broken  off.  From  all  the  testimony  t  conclude  that 
the  casks  are  now  in  the  same  condition  substantially  as 
whei;  they  came  out  of  the  hold  of  the  vessel.  One  witness 
testified  that  when  the  casks  were  placed  upon  the  wharf, 
the  bilge  appeared  to  be  pressed  in,  as  if  it  had  been  sub- 
jected to  a  heavy  pressure.     The  casks  at  this  time  have  no 
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such  appearance,  and  I  think  the  witness  must  have  been 
mistaken  in  this  particular. 

Frances  E.  Hoag  testifies  that  he  was  drayman  for  libel- 
lants  when  the  wine  arrived.  That  he  saw  these  casks  on 
the  wharf  and  refused  to  take  them  because  in  bad  order. 
"Both  of  them  appeared  to  be  jammed  in  the  head  and  the 
liquor  ran  out  of  them."  On  being  shown  the  casks  this 
witness  pointed  out  where  the  leak  occurred,  and  in  my 
judgment,  the  true  cause  of  it.  The  leak  was  in  the  chine, 
and  at  that  end  of  each  cask  there  appears  to  have  been  a 
pressure  at  right  angles  with  the  length  of  the  cask  and  par- 
allel to  the  direction  of  the  head  and  with  the  staves  of  the 
head.  This  pressure  is  apparent  from  the  present  shape  of 
that  end  of  the  empty  barrel,  as  one  of  the  staves  of  the 
head  is  drawn  endwise  from  its  place  at  least  J  of  an  inch. 
This  is  manifest  from  the  position  of  the  brand,  "M  &  V., 
Portland,"  which  I  suppose  was  put  on  the  casks  just  before 
they  were  shipped.  The  M.  is  upon  one  stave  and  the  V. 
upon  another.  The  character  &  is  between  these  letters  and 
was  made  partly  upon  one  stave  and  partly  upon  the  other. 
Now  one  stave  is  pushed  by  the  other,  so  that  the  cor- 
responding parts  of  the  character  do  not  meet  by  at  least  \ 
of  an  inch.  So  with  the  word  Portland.  It  extends  from 
one  stave  across  on  to  the  other,  but  now  the  letters  do  not 
meet  by  about  the  same  distance.  The  shifting  of  the 
staves  of  the  head  of  this  cask  caused  the  loss  of  the  wine. 
Of  this,  there  can  be  no  little  doubt.  What  caused  the  shift- 
ing of  the  staves,  and  whether  the  head  was  of  proper  ma- 
terial and  workmanship  to  support  the  ordinary  handUng 
and  pressure  of  such  a  voyage,  may  admit  of  difference  of 
opinion.  The  respondents  have  not  shown  that  there  was 
any  secret  defect  or  insufficiency  about  the  cask  to  cause 
this  leak.  By  their  receipt  they  acknowledged  that  the 
cask  was  in  good  order  when  they  received  it.  This  is  no 
ordinary  leakage  or  evaporation  such  as  liquor  casks  are 
subject  to,  but  substantially  a  total  loss  from  an  injury  to 
the  cask  after  delivery  to  the  vessel.  Unless,  then,  the  re- 
spondents show  that  this  injury  or  slipping  of  the  stave  in 
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the  head  was  the  necessary  or  probable  result  of  the  insuf- 
ficiency of  the  workmanship  or  material  of  the  cask  or  some 
part  of  it,  the  libellants  are  entitled  to  recover.  No  such 
proof  has  been  made. 

What  has  been  said  of  the  empty  cask  applies  also  to  the 
other  one.  The  injury  to  it  is  not  near  so  apparent,  but  of 
the  same  character.  The  leak  is  in  the  chine,  and  one  of 
the  staves  of  the  head  has  slipped  by  the  other  a  little.  The 
probabUity  is,  that  in  slingiag ,  these  casks  into  the  hold, 
they  got  jammed,  or  that  after  being  stowed  they  were  sub- 
jected to  a  pressure  from  above  and  near  the  end,  which 
started  the  staves  in  the  head  as  has  been  described. 

As  to  the  value  of  the  wine,  the  only  testimony  upon  that 
poiat  is  that  of  the  libellant,  Van  Schuyver.  He  says  that 
the  wine,  including  freight  and  primage,  cost  1217  in  cur- 
rency. 

There  must  be  a  decree  for  the  libellants  for  the  value  of 
the  goods — $217 — with  legal  interest  since  November  8, 
1867,  and  for  costs  of  suit. 

Eugene  Cronen,  for  libellants. 

Erasmus  D.  Shattuck,  for  respondents. 
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When  the  grounds  of  opposition  to  a  bankrupt's  discharge,  are  insufficient  in 
law  to  prevent  such  discharge,  the  bankrupt  may  demur  to  the  specifica- 
tion thereof. 

An  error  in  an  allegation  in  a  bankrupt's  petition,  is  not  a  sufficient  objection 
to  his  discharge,  unless  it  has  been  sworn  to  by  the  bankrupt  with  knowl- 
edge of  its  falsity. 

It  is  a  good  ground  of  opposition  to  a  bankrupt's  discharge,  that  he  "has 
removed  or  caused  to  be  removed  any  part  of  his  property  from  the  dis- 
trict, with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors"  (5  29).  either  Ufore  or  since  the 
passage  of  the  act. 
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But  a  person  who  was  not  a  creditor  of  the  bankrupts  at  the  time  of  such 
removal,  or  whose  debt  was  then  barred  by  lapse  of  time,  could  not  have 
been  defrauded  by  it,  and  therefore  cannot  make  the  objection. 

No  one  has  a  standing  in  a  Court  of  bankruptcy,  as  a  creditor,  so  as  to  be  en- 
titled to  oppose  a  bankrupt's  discharge,  until  he  has  proved  his  debt. 

The  allegations  in  opposition  to  a  bankrupt's  discharge,  must  be  separate, 
certain  and  specific,  and  therefore  an  allegation  that  the  bankrupt  in  May, 
1865,  removed  a  part  of  his  property  from  the  district,  with  intent,  etc. , 
is  too  vague  and  general. 

Deady,  J.  The  bankrupt  having  applied  for  his  discharge, 
certain  persons  styling  themselves  ' '  creditors  of  James  Burk, 
bankrupt,"  oppose  such  discharge  and  specify  as  the  grounds 
of  their  opposition,  the  following : 

1.  Said  Burk  has  not  resided  in  or  carried  on  business 
in  said  district  of  Oregon,  for  six  months  immediately  pre- 
ceding the  filing  of  this  petition. 

2.  Said  Burk  has  removed  a  fart  of  his  property  from  the 
district  with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors,  to-wit:  Said 
Burk,  on  or  about  the  middle  of  May,  1865,  fraudulently 
disposed  of  all  his  property  in  said  district,  and  fraudulently 
left  said  district  with  the  proceeds  of  said  property  with  in- 
tent to  defraud  his  creditors. 

The  bankrupt  by  his  solicitor  "demurs  to  the  specifica- 
tion of  grounds  of  opposition"  as  "insufficient  in  law"  to 
prevent  the  discharge  prayed  for,  being  granted. 

No  specific  direction  is  given  in  the  act,  or  in  the  general 
orders  and  forms,  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  bankrupt 
may  question  the  sufficiency  of  the  grounds  of  opposition  to 
this  discharge. 

Whether  the  objection  to  the  specifications  should  be 
taken  by  demurrer  or  exceptions  analpgous  to  those  allowed 
in  equity,  may  be  a  question.  But  in  one  or  the  other  of 
these  modes  it  seems  necessary  and  proper  that  the  bank- 
rupt should  be  allowed  to  question  the  sufficiency  in  law  of 
the  grounds  of  opposition  to  his  discharge. 

The  first  specification  was  abandoned  on  the  argument  as 
being  too  broad.  The  amended  petition  only  avers  that  the 
bankrupt  "has  resided  and  carried  on  business  in  this  dis- 
trict for  the  longest  period  of  time  during  the  six  month's  next 
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preceding  the  filing  of  his  petition."  The  allegation  is  suf- 
ficient, and  the  objection  that  the  bankrupt  had  not  resided, 
in  or  carried  on  business  in  the  digtriet  for  the  full  period 
of  such  six  months  may  be  true,  and  yet  the  bankrupt  may 
be  entitled  to  his  discharge.  Moreover,  neither  the  actual 
or  alleged  residence  or  place  of  business  of  the  bankrupt  can 
be  directly  made  the  ground  of  opposition  to  his  discharge. 

If  he  has  willfully  sworn  falsely  in  relation  to  either — they 
being  material  facts — this  fact — the  false  oath — may  be  ob- 
jected to  his  discharge.     (§  29). 

The  second  specification  is  founded  on  the  clause  in  sec- 
tion 29,  which  reads : 

"Or  has  removed,  or  caused  to  be  removed,  any  part  of 
his  property  from  the  district  with  intent  to  defraud  his 
creditors." 

This  clause  is  preceded  and  followed  by  several  others  in  the 
same  section,  united  by  the  disjunctive  conjunction,  or,  and 
separated  by  semicolons,  each  of  which  prescribes  a  distinct 
and  independent  ground  of  objection,  to  granting  a  discharge. 
The  second  clause  preceding  this,  concerns  the  destruction, 
etc.,  of  books,  etc.,  and  is  qualified  by  the»words,  "stw.ce  the 
passage  of  this  act."  The  clause  in  question  contains  no 
words  limiting  its  operation  to  any  point  of  time,  before  or 
since  the  passage  of  the  act.  Counsel  for  the  bankrupt  in- 
sists that  the  qualifying  words  in  the  preceding  clause  apply 
to  the  subsequent  one;  so  that  the  removal  of  property  by 
the  bankrupt,  with  intent,  etc.,  must  have  been  committed 
since  the  passage  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  or  else  it  is  not  a  suf- 
ficient ground  of  opposition  to  his  discharge. 

The  only  reason  given  in  support  of  this  construction  is, 
that  the  one  clause  follows  the  other  in  point  of  position,*  in 
the  section. 

But  these  clauses,  being  separated  by  the  disjunctive 
conjunction,  have  no  dependence  upon  one  another.  Each 
only  relates  to  the  preliminary  enactment  or  command, 
which  declares: 

"No  discharge  shall  be  granted,  *  *  *  if  the  bank- 
rapt,"  etc. 
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Each  clause  is  a  statement  of  what  constitutes  a  bar  to  the 
discharge,  with  only  such  qualifications  of  time  and  place  as 
are  therein  expressly  provided  or  fairly  to  be  implied  from 
the  nature  of  the  subject  and  the  language  and  object  of  the 
statute.  Again,  if  the  operation  of  any  one  clause  foUowiag 
that  concerning  the  destruction,  etc.,  of  books,  etc.,  is,  on 
account  of  the  restrictive  words  in  the  latter,  limited  to  the 
time  since  the  passage  of  the  act,  why  are  not  all  of  such 
clauses  so  limited?  If  the  restrictive  words — "siace  the 
passage  of  the  act" — apply  to  any  one  following  clause,  and 
because  it  is  a  following  clause,  they  must  for  the  same 
reason  apply  to  all. 

But  the  fact,  that  the  clause  concerning  the  failure  to 
keep  proper  books  of  account,  which  occurs  stUl  further  on 
in  the  section,  is  expressly  restraiued  to  such  failures  oc- 
curring since  the  passage  of  the  act,  goes  to  show,  that  in 
the  opinion  of  the  law-maker,  each  clause,  as  to  time,  was 
independent  of  the  other;  and,  therefore,  the  propriety  and 
necessity  of  inserting  express  words  of  limitation  or  restric- 
tion in  any  clause,  which  was  not  intended  to  apply  to  acts 
or  omissions,  done  or  suffered  prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
act. 

It  being  evident  that  the  clause  in  question  is  not  re- 
strained by  the  language  in  the  preceding  clause,  I  next 
consider,  whether  the  nature  of  the  subject,  or  the  language 
and  object  of  the  statute  furnish  any  reason  for  construing 
the  clause,  so  as  to  limit  its  operations  to  removals  of  prop- 
erty occurring  since  the  passage  of  the  act. 

The  object  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  is  two-fold: 

Fir^t,  to  secure  a  just  and  equal  distribution  of  the  bank- 
rupt's effects  among  his  creditors;  and 

Second,  to  discharge  the  bankrupt  from  his  debts,  pro- 
vided that  he  has  not  conducted  himseli  dishonestly  in  the 
premises. 

To  remove  one's  property  from  the  district  or  country 
where  one  has  done  business  and  obtained  credit,  with  the 
intent  to  defraud  the  persons  giving  such  credit,  is  intrinsi- 
cally wrong— contrary  to  good  morals— independent  of  the 
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Bankrupt  Act.  Then,  whether  the  property  of  Burk  was 
removed  from  the  district  before  or  after  the  passage  of  the 
act,  it  was  equally  a  dishonest  act,  if  done  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud his  creditors,  and  ought  to  prevent  his  obtaining  his 
discharge  from  his  debts. 

But  a  person  who  was  not  a  creditor  at  the  time  of  such 
removal,  or  whose  debt  was  then  barred  by  the  Statutes  of 
Limitations,  could  not  have  been  defrauded  by  it,  and  there- 
fore cannot  be  heard  to  make  the  objection.  Practically, 
as  to  him,  it  is  not  true. 

So  much  for  the  principal  question.  The  objections  on 
the  part  of  the  creditors,  or  the  persons  styling  themselves 
"creditors  of  James  Burk,  bankrupt,"  do  not  directly 
aver  that  either  of  them  is  a  creditor  entitled  to  make  the 
objection — ^that  is  a- creditor  who  has  'prcmedhi^  debt.  Form 
No.  53,  of  the  General  Orders  and  Forms,  contains  the  aver- 
ment, or  more  correctly  speaking,  recital,  that  the  creditor 
has  proved  his  debt,  with  a  blank  to  be  filled  up  with  the 
amount.  For  aught  that  I  know  the  persons  making  these 
objections,  are  creditors  of  James  Burk  in  a  general  sense, 
but  they  cannot  be  regarded  as  his  creditors  in  a  Court  of 
Bankruptcy,  until  it  appears  that  they  have  proved  their 
debts. 

The  objections  allege  that  the  fraudulent  removal  of  prop7 
erty  by  the  bankrupt  occurred  in  May,  1865,  but  it  does 
not  appear  whether  any  of  these  alleged  creditors  were  then 
creditors  of  Burk  or  not.  If  they  were  not,  the  removal 
could  not  have  been  made  with  interd  to  defraud  them,  and 
therefore  the  objection  is  insufficient. 

I  am  also  of  the  opinion  that  the  specification  concerning 
the  removal  of  the  property,  is  altogether  too  vague  and  gen- 
eral to  be  triable.  In  re  Bathbone  (Bank  Eeg.,  60),  Blach- 
ford,  J.,  in  considering  this  subject,  says: 

"  The  specifications  of  the  ground  of  opposition  to  a  dis- 
charge, must,  under  section  31  of  the  act,  and  general 
Order  No.  24,  be  as  specific  as  the  specifications  of  the 
ground  for  avoiding  a  discharge  after  it  is  granted,  required 
by  section  34  of  the  act.     The  allegations  must  be  allega- 
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tions  of  fact,  and  must  be  distinct,  precise  and  specific,  and 
must  not  be  allegations  merely  in  the  language  of  section  29 
of  the  act,  or  allegations  so  general,  as  really  not  to  advise 
the  bankrupt  what  facts  he  must  be  prepared  to.  meet  and 
resist." 

The  demurrer  is  sustained.  The  creditors  may  have  fur- 
ther time  to  file  amended  objections  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion,  if  desired. 

M.  W.  Fechheimer,  for  bankrupt. 

Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  creditors. 
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JAMES  FIELDS  v.  JOHN  E.  LAMB   AND  EMMA,  HIS 

WIPE. 

The  act  of  July  27,  1866  (14  Stat.  306),  gives  each  defendant  ina  cause  the 
right  of  removal,  without  reference  to  the  status  of  his  co-defendants,  "if 
the  suit  is  one  on  which  there  can  be  a  final  determination  of  the  contro- 
versy, so  far  as  it  concerns  him,  without  the  presence  of  the  other  defend- 
ants, as  parties  in  the  cause." 
The  act  of  March  2,  1867  (14  Stat.  558),  does  not  in  any  particular  repeal  tha 
■  act  of  1866,  supra,  butis  supplemental  thereto,  and  adds  another  cause  fo 
removal  of  cases  from  the  State  to  the  National  Courts. 

Dbady,  J.  This  suit  was  commenced  in  the  State  Court 
for  the  county  of  Multnomah,  against  the  above  named  de- 
fendants and  others;  and  afterwards,  on  March  17,  1868, 
upon  the  petition  of  such  defendants,  was,  as  to  them  re- 
moved into  this  Court. 

The  petition  and  order  for  removal  was  made  under  the 
act  of  July  27,  1866  (14  Stat.  306). 

The  complainant  now  moves  this  Court  to  remand  the 
cause  to  the  State  Court,  upon  the  ground  that  the  order 
for  the  removal  was  made  without  authority  of  law. 

From  the  petition  it  appears  that  Lamb  and  wife  are  citi- 
zens of  the  State  of  Kentucky;  and  it  also  appears  from  the 
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complaint,  that  tlie  suit  is  one  in  which  there  can  be  a  final 
determination  of  the  controversy,  so  far  as  it  concerns  these 
defendants,  without  the  presence  of  those  who  are  residents 
of  the  State  of  Oregon.  This  being  so,  the  case  is  within 
the  purview  of  the  act  of  1866,  giving  defendants  the  right 
of  removal.     (Melds  v.  Lownsdale  et  al.,  ante,  288.) 

But  counsel  for  the  motion  to  j^emand  insist  that  the  act 
of  July  27,  1866,  is  repealed  and  superseded  by  the  act 
amendatory  thereof ,  of  March  2,  1867  (14  Stat.  558).  It  is 
admitted  that  the  latter  act  does  not  expressly  repeal  the 
former  one,  but,  on  the  contrary,  only  purports  to  amend  it. 
The  two  acts  are  upon  the  same  subject  and  must  be  con- 
strued together;  and  unless  the  one,  or  some  provision  of 
it  be  manifestly  repugnant  to  'the  other,  they  must  both 
stand. 

Between  these  acts  there  is  no  repugnance.  The  latter  is 
nothing  more  than  what  it  purports  to  be,  both  i^  its  title 
and  body,  an  amendment  of  or  supplement  to  the  former, 
providing  an  additional  cause  of  removal. 

The  act  of  1866  enables  a  defendant,  who  is  an  alien  or  non- 
resident, to  remove  a  cause  to  this  Court,  ' '  so  far  as  it  con- 
cerns him,"  although  his  co-defendants  may  not  be  entitled 
to  such  removal,  "if  the  suit  is  one  in  which  there  can  be  a 
final  determination  of  the  controversy,  *  *  *  *  -vvith- 
out  the  presence  of  the  other  defendants,  as  parties  in  the 
cause." 

The  reason  of  this  enactment  is  obvious.  Prior  thereto, 
the  removal  of  a  cause  on  account  of  the  citizenship  of  the 
parties,  from  the  State  to  the  National  Courts,  was  governed 
by  section  12  of  the  Judiciary  Act  (1  Stat.  79).  Upon  the 
construction  given  to  this  section  by  the  Courts,  an  alien  or 
non-resident  defendant,  if  joined  with  a  citizen  of  the  State 
where  the  action  was  brought,  was  denied  the  right  of  re- 
moval, because  lis  co-defendant  was  not  entitled  to  it. 
(Smith  V.  Bines  etal.,  2  Sum.  336;  Den  ex  dem.  v.  Babcoch, 
4  "Wash.  C.  C,  344;  Ward\.  Arredondo,  1  Paine,  411;  Wil- 
son r.  Blodgettet  al.,  4  McLean,  373;  Wm-mley\.  Wormley, 
8  Whea.  451.) 
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This  technical  construction  of  the  act  excluded  many  per- 
sons from  the  benefit  of  it,  whose  cases  were  fully  within 
the  reason  of  it.  The  term — "the  defendant" — although 
used  in  the  singular  number,  was  construed  in  a  collective 
sense,  so  as  to  include  all  the  persons  sued,  be  they  many 
or  few.  If  any  of  these  persons  were  not  aliens  or  non-resi- 
dents, then  this  technical  defendant,  constituted  of  all  the 
individual  defendants,  was  held  not  to  be  an  alien  or  non- 
resident, and  therefor  not  entitled  to  a  removal.  To  remedy 
this  evil,  so  far  as  practicable,  the  act  of  1866  was  passed. 

The  act  of  1867  provides,  that  a  citizen  of  another  State, 
whether  he  be  plaintiff  or  defendant,  may  remove  a  cause  to 
the  National  Court  upon  making  an  affidavit  to  the  effect 
that  he  believes,  that  from  prejudice  or  local  influence,  he 
will  not  be  able  to  obtain  justice  in  such  State  Court. 

Between  this  provision  and  the  act  of  1866  there  is  neither 
confliet||)r  repugnance.  Another  cause  of  removal  is  simply 
added  to  those  already  provided.  The  latter  act  is  supple- 
mental to  the  earlier  one. 

Neither  was  it  necessary  to  make  the  affidavit  in  this  case, 
required  by  the  act  of  1867.  This  removal  was  made  under 
the  act  of  1866,  on  account  of  the  citizenship  of  the  parties 
solely,  and  not  for  the  cause  specified  in  the  act  of  1867^ — 
that  the  defendant  believes  he  cannot  obtain  justice  in  the 
State  Court  on  account  of  "prejudice  or  local  influence." 

In  conclusion,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  the  act  of  1867 
does  not  repeal  that  of  1866,  but  amends  it,  not  by  chang- 
ing it,  but  by  adding  thereto  another  cause  of  removal. 
They  are  both  upon  the  same  subject  matter  and  can  stand 
together  without  a  shadow  of  repugnance  or  conflict  in  any 
particular. 

The  removal  was  authorized,  and  the  motion  to  remand  is 
denied  with  costs. 

W.  W.  Chapman,  for  the  complainant. 

W.  W.  Page  and  W.  Lair  Hill,  for  the  defendants. 
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An  adjudication  declaring  a  person  a  bankrupt,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  judg- 
ment in  rem,  and  therefore  notice  to  and  binding  upon  all  the  world. 

Under  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  1867  (§1),  the  several  District  Courts  have  equity, 
jurisdiction  and  power  over  all  "  acts,  matters  and  things  to  be  done  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  bankruptcy,"  and  are  authorized  by  summary  pro- 
ceedings to  administer  aU  the  rehef  which  a  court  of  equity  could  administer 
under  the  like  circumstances  upon  regular  proceedings . 

Notice  of  an  application  for  an  injunction  in  bankruptcy  need  not  be  given, 
unless  specially  directed;  and  the  provision  in  the  act  of  Maroh'2,  1793 
(1  Stat.  334)  prohibiting  writs  of  injunction  from  being  granted,  except 
upon  notice  to  the  adverse  party,  applies  only  to  suits  in  equity  in  the  Su- 
preme and  Circuit  Courts. 

In  exercising  the  equity  power  which  pertains  to  a  District  Court,  as  a  Court 
of  bankruptcy,  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  or  proper  that  resort  should  be 
had  to  the  plenary  proceedings  common  to  suits  in  equity ;  but  a  petition 
stating  the  facts  and  praying  the  particular  relief  sought,  is  sufficient. 

This  was  a  petition  by  certain  of  the  creditors  of  a  volun- 
tary bankrupt,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  other  creditors 
from  selling  the  property  of  the  bankrupt  on  execution. 

Deady,  J.  This  petition  was  filed  on  June  13,  1868.  It 
sets  forth  that  the  petitioners — The  Bank  of  British  Co- 
lumbia and  others,  are  creditors  of  the  bankrupt,  and  that 
on  May  30,  1868,  Wallace  filed  his  petition  in  bankruptcy 
in  this  Court,  and  that  on  June  8,  he  was,  by  the  register, 
duly  adjudged  to  be  a  bankrupt.  That  about  May,  20,  1868, 
the  respondents — C.  M.  Lockwood  and  others — commenced 
actions  against  the  bankrupt,  in  the  State  Courts  for  the 
county  of  Multnomah,  to  recover  certain  debts  alleged  to 
be  due  them,  and  caused  the  property  of  the  bankrupt  to  be 
attached  to  satisfy  any  judgment  they  might  obtain  therein; 
and  that  between  June  1  and  8,  these  respondents  obtained 
judgments  in  the  actions  aforesaid,  by  default. 

That  afterwards  said  respondents  sued  out  executions 
upon  said  judgments  and  placed  them  in  the  hands  of  the 
respondents,  Stitzel  and  Hudson,  sheriff  and  constable  re- 
spectively of  said  county,  and  that  said  sheriff  and  constable 
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are  about  to  sell  the  property  of  the  bankrupt  upon  such 
execution. 

Two  days  after  the  filing  of  the  petition  for  injunction,  an 
order  was  made  allowing  an  injunction  until  the  further  or- 
der of  the  Court. 

The  respondent,  Lockwood,  now  comes  and  demurs  to  the 
petition,  and  for  cause  of  demurrer  alleges : 

1.  That  the  facts  stated  are  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the 
petitioners  to  the  relief  prayed  for;  and, 

2.  That  this  Court  has  not  jurisdiction  of  the  matters  in- 
volved in  this  suit  as  set  forth  in  the  petition. 

In  support  of  the  first  ground  of  demurrer,  counsel  for 
Lockwood  insists,  that  the  petition  should  show  that  the 
respondents  had  notice  of  the  adjudication  in  bankruptcy. 

The  adjudication  in  this  Court,  by  which  Wallace  was  de- 
clared a  bankrupt,  determined  his  legal  status  in  that 
respect,  and  so  far  is  binding  upon  all  the  world.  .These 
respondents  had  therefore  constructive  notice  of  the,  decree 
in  bankruptcy,  and  that  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  objec- 
tion. The  decree  is  in  the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in  rem 
before  a  Court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter,  and 
is  notice  and  evidence  to  third  persons,  not  actually  parties 
thereto,  that  Wallace  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
for  which  he  had  been  duly  decreed  a  bankrupt.  (Mc/rse  v. 
Godfrey  et  al.,  3  Story,  391;  Shawhan  et  al.  v.  Wherriii,  7 
How.  643.) 

The  second  ground  of  demurrer  raises  the  question :  Has 
the  District  Court  equity  power  in  proceedings  in  bankruptcy? 

Section  1  of  the  act  of  1867,  constitutes  "the  several  Dis- 
trict Courts  of  the  United  States,"  Courts  of  Bankruptcy, 
with  "jurisdiction  in  their  respective  districts  in  all  matters 
and  proceedings  in  bankruptcy." 

This  Court  being  thus  declared  a  Court  of  Bankruptcy, 
with  jurisdiction  over  all  matters  and  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy, it  would  seem  to  follow,  as  a  matter  of  course,  that 
such  equity  power  inherently  belongs  to  it,  as  may  be  found 
necessary  and  proper  to  maintain  and  exercise  the  jurisdic- 
tion thus  granted. 
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And  the  act,  as  if  anticipating  the  question :  "What  is  a 
matter  or  proceeding  in  bankruptcy?  goes  farther,  and  in 
the  same  section  declares,  that  "the  jurisdiction  hereby 
conferred  shall  extend  to  all  cases  and  controversies  arising 
between  the -bankrupt  and  amy  creditor  or  creditors  who 
shall  claim  any  debt  or  demand  under  the  bankruptcy:  to 
the  collection  of  all  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt ;  to  the  ascertain- 
ment of  the  liens  and  other  specific  claims  thereon;  to  the  adjust- 
ment of  the  various  priorities  and  the  conflicting  interests  of  all 
parties;  and  to  the  marshalling  and  disposition  of  the  differ- 
ent funds  and  assets,  so  as  to  secure  the  rights  of  all  parties 
and  due  distribution  of  the  assets  among  all  the  creditors;  and 
to  all  acts,  matters  and  things  to  he  done  under  and  in  virtue  of 
the  hankruptey,  until  the  final  distribution  and  settlement  of 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  and  the  close  of  the  proceedings 
in  bankruptcy."  And  also,  that  "said  Courts  shall  have  full 
authority  to  compel  obedience  to  all  orders  and  decrees 
passed  by  them  in  bankruptcy,  by  process  of  contempt  and 
other  remedial  process,  to  the  same  extent  that  the  Circuit 
Courts  now  have  in  any  suit  pending  therein,  in  equity." 

The  judgments  now  sought  to  be  enforced  by  the  respond- 
ents against  the  property  of  the  bankrupt,  were  all  given 
after  the  filing  of  the  petition  in  bankruptcy.  The  decree 
pronouncing  Wallace  a  bankrupt,  took  effect  by  relation, 
from  the  date  of  such  filing,  and  divested  him  of  all  prop- 
erty not  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  act  and  saved  to 
him  by  section  14.  The  attachments  of  the  respondents, 
being  levied,  within  four  months  of  the  commencement  of 
proceedings  in  bankruptcy,  will  be  dissolved  by  the  assign- 
ment to  the  assignees,  and  for  the  purpose  of  this  petition, 
must  now  be  considered  as  of  no  effect. 

This  being  the  state  of  the  case,  it  is  apparent  that  the 
respondents  by  their  executions;  are  endeavoring  to  subject 
the  estate  of  the  bankrupt — now"  and  since  May  30  under 
the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  for  distribution 
among  all  the  creditors —  to  the  exclusive  payment  of  their 
particular  demands. 

This  property  no  longer  belongs  to  the  bankrupt,  and  is 
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not  liable  to  be  taken  on  executions  against  his  property. 
The  policy  and  aim  of  the  bankrupt  law  is  to  compel  an  equal 
distribution  of  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt  among  all  his 
creditors.     (Shawhan  et  al.  v.  Wherritt,  supra,  644.)     Can 
this  Court  prevent  this  interference  with  the  estate  of  the 
bankrupt,  on  the  part  of  these  respondents,  by  injunction? 
,  After  a  careful  examination  of  the  act  of  1867,  and  the  de- 
cisions given  under  that  of  1841,  I  think  it  can.     Indeed,  I 
have  no  doubt  of  it.     The  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  are  in 
the  nature  of  equity  proceedings.     The  property  seized  by 
the  respondents  is  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt,  and  the  juris- 
diction of  this  Court  ig  specially  extended  to  the  collection 
and  distribution  of  such  assets.     This  power,  with  others 
granted  by  the  first  section  of  the  act,  is  in  its  nature  an 
equity  power,  and  may  be  exercised  by  proceedings  in  the 
nature  of  equity  proceedings.     In  addition    the  act  con- 
stitutes this  Court  a  "  Court  of  Bankruptcy,"  with  power  to 
do  any  act  necessary  and  proper  for  the  due  administration 
and  settlement  of  the  bankrupt's  estate.     Proceedings  by 
petition  for  the  exercise  of  equity  power  were  common  in 
the  District  Courts  under  the  act  of  1841.     (In  re  loster,  2 
Story,  131;  In  re  Eames,   Id.  322;  Parheret  al.  v.  Muggridge 
et  al,  Id.  342;  Mtchell  v.  Great  Works  M.  <&  M.  Co.  Id.  653; 
In  re  Babcock,  3  Story  393;  In  re  Bellows  &  Peck,  Id.  431.) 
This  power  was  expressly  affirmed  by  the  Supreme  Court 
in  Ex  parte  Christy   (7  How.  312). 

ira  re  Foster  {supra,  140),  Mr.  Justice  Story  says:  "And 
here  I  lay  it  down  as  a  general  principle,  that  Jhe  District 
Court  is  possessed  of  the  full  jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of 
equity,  over  the  whole  subject  matters  which  may  arise  in 
bankruptcy,  and  is  authorized  by  summary  proceedings  to 
administer  aU  the  relief  which  a  Court  of  equity  could  ad- 
minister under  the  like  circumstances,  upon  a  regular  biU 
and  proceedings  instituted  by  competent  parties.  In  this 
respect,  the  act  of  Congress,  for  wise  purposes,  has  con- 
ferred a  more  wide  and  liberal  jurisdiction  upon  the  Courts 
of  the  United  States,  than  the  Lord  chancellor  setting  in 
bankruptcy,  was  authorized  to  exercise.     In  short,  whatever 
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he  might  properly  do,  sitting  in  bankruptcy,  or  sitting  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  under  his  general  equity  jurisdic- 
tion, the  Courts  of  the  United  States  are  by  the  act  of  1841, 
competent  to  do." 

It  is  the  duty  of  this  Court,  by  means  of  the  jurisdiction 
given  to  it,  to  preserve  and  distribute  the  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupt among  his  creditors,  as  the  act  prescribes.  The  re- 
spondents, by  means  of  these  executions,  are  attempting  to 
prevent  this  distribution  of  the  estate.  An  injunction  is  a 
proper  remedy  or  means  to  prevent  this  wrong  and  fraud 
upon  the  law  from  being  accomplished.  A  petition  to  the 
Court  IS  a  proper  means  of  invoking  this  power.  The  de- 
murrer to  the  petition  is  overruled  at  the  cost  of  the  re- 
spondent. 

As  a  matter  for  future  practice,  it  is  proper  to  add,  that 
in  exercising  the  equity  power  which  pertains  to  this  Court 
as  a  Court  of  bankruptcy,  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  or 
proper,  that  resort  should  be  had  to  the  formal  and  plenary 
proceedings  common  to  suits  in  equity  in  the  Circuit  Court. 
A  petition  stating  the  facts  and  praying  for  the  order,  relief 
or  proceeding  sought  for,  is  deemed  sufficient.  For  the 
same  reason  a  motion  by  Lockwood  to  dissolve  this  injunc- 
tion, would  have  been  sufficient  without  resorting  to  the 
formality  of  a  demurrer.  Nor  need  notice  be  given  of  an 
application  for  an  injunction,  unless  specially  directed. 
The  restriction  in  the  act  of  1793  (1  Stat.  334),  against  issu- 
ing injunctions  without  notice,  applies  only  to  suits  in 
equity  in  the  Circuit  and  Supreme  Courts.  It  does  not 
affect  the  allowance  of  injunctions  under  the  equity  power 
conferred  upon  the  District  Courts  by  the  Bankrupt  Act,  in 
relation  to  matters  pending  therein,  and  within  its  exclusive 
cognizance. 


W.  W.  Page,  for  petitioners. 
Erasmus  D.  ShaUuck,  for  respondents. 
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Sections  2  of  the  act  of  1838  (5  Stat.  304),  and  1  of  the  act  of  1852  (10  Stat. 
61),  which  giYB  penalty  against  a  steamboat  navigating  the  waters  of  the 
United  States  in  violation  of  those  acts,  do  not  forfeit  any  interest  in  said 
boats  for  such  violations;  but  only  give  the  United  States  a  right  to 
collect  such  penalty  by  a  proceeding  in  rem  against  the  offending  boat, 
and  until  a  seizure  in  such  proceeding,  the  United  States  has  no  lien  upon 
or  interest  in  such  boat,  by  reason  of  such  violation. 

On  May  2,  1868,  •  the  United  States  commenced  suit 
against  the  steamboat  Eanier,  for  sixteen  penalties,  amount- 
ing in  the  aggregate  to  |8,000,  for  violations  of  section  2  of 
the  act  of  July  7,  1838  (5  Stat.  304),  and  section  1  of  the 
act  of  August  30,  1852  (10  Stat.  61),  commonly  called  the  * 
Steamboat  Acts.  The  boat  was  taken  into  custody  by  the 
'marshal,  under  process  issued  in  the  suit.  The  Cowlitz 
Navigation  Co.  afterwards  made  claim  to  her  as  owners, 
and  confessing  the  libel  applied  for  a  remission  of  the  pen- 
alties. On  July  25,  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  this  Court, 
made  on  the  petition  of  the  claimants,  the  Eanier  was  sold 
for  the  sum  of  $4,500. 

On  July  11,  an  interlocutory  decree  was  given  in  the  suit, 
whereby  the  United  States  was  adjudged  to  have  a  lien 
upon  the  boat  for  the  sum  of  the  penalties  sued  for  and  in- 
curred as  aforesaid;  and,  also,  that  sundry  seamen  and 
material  men,  before  then  duly  intervening  for  their  inter- 
ests in  said  boat,  have  a  lien  upon  the  same,  for  the  several 
sums  due  them,  which  sums  were  by  said  decree  found 
and  adjudged  to  amount  in  the  aggregate  to  the  sum  of 
13,025.19. 

Deaby,  J.  The  question  now  arises  in  this  case,  which 
has  the  prior  lien  upon  the  funds  in  Court,  the  United 
States  or  the  interveners  ?  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  not 
being  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  claims  of  both  parties,  if  the 
United  States  has  the  prior  lien,  nothing  will  be  left  for  the 
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interveners',  unless  the  Secretary  of  tbe  Treasury  should 
remit  the  claim  of  the  former. 

The  liens  of  the  seaman  and  material  men  are  given  by 
the  local  law  (Or.  Code,  768) .  They  attach  from  the  time 
of  performing  the  labor  or  furnishing  the  materials.  This 
is  admitted  by  counsel  for  the  United  States,  but  he  also 
maintains  that  the  lien  of  the  United  States  for  each  of  these 
penalties,  attached  at  the  time  of  the  violation  of  the  act  by 
which  it  was  incurred,  and  that  this  being  so,  the  lien  for 
some  of  the  penalties  is  prior  to  the  liens  of  some  of  the  in- 
terveners. 

Section  2  of  the  act  of  1838,  after  prohibiting  steamboats 
from  navigating  the  waters  of  the  United  States  without 
license,  "and  without  having  complied  with  the  conditions 
imposed  by  that  act,"  provides:  "And  for  each  and  every 
violation  of  this  section,  the  oivner  or  owners  of  said  vessel 
shall  forfeit  and  pay  to  the  United  States  the  sum  of  $500,  one 
half  for  the  use  of  the  informer,  and  for  which  sum  or  sums 
the  steamboat  or  vessel  so  engaged  shall  be  liable,  and  may 
be  seized  and  proceeded  against  summarily  by  way  of  libel 
in  any  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  having  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  offence." 

Section  1  of  the  act  of  1852,  after  prohibiting  the  licens- 
ing of  vessels,  propelled  in  whole  or  in  part  by  steam,  and 
carrying  passengers,  when  not  equipped  as  required  by  that 
act,  provides:  "And  if  any  such  vessel  shall  be  navigated 
with  passengers  on  board,  without  complying  with  the  terms 
of  this  act,  the  owner  thereof  and  the  vessel  itself  shall  he  suiject 
to  the  permlties  contained  in  the  second  section  of  the  act  to  which 
this  is  an  amendment." 

Th6  argument  for  the  United  States  assumes  that  the  in- 
curring of  each  of  these  penalties,  worked  pro  tanto  a  for- 
feiture of  the  boat. 

Now,  the  act  of  1838  does  not  in  terms  forfeit  any  part  of 
the  boat,  but  the  penalty  given  thereby  of  1500,  is  declared 
to  be  forfeited  by  the  owners  thereof.  The  legal  effect  of 
this  enactment  is  not  to  forfeit  any  specific  thing  or  interest 
therein,   but  to  give  the  United  States  a  right  of  action 
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against  the  owners  of  an  offending  boat  for  that  amount  of 
money,  to  be  made  out  of  their  general  property,  according 
to  the  ordinary  course  of  judicial  proceedings,  and,  also, 
specially  out  of  such  boat  by  a  proceeding  in  rem. 

The  act  of  1852  is  somewhat  different  in  language,  but  in 
my  judgment  the  legal  effect  is  the  same.  When  it  declares 
that  the  owner  and  vessel  "shall  be  subject  to  the  penalties 
contained"  in  the  act  of  1832,  it  in  effect  provides  that  they 
shall  be  liable  thereto,  and  in  the  manner  provided  in  said 
act  of  1838. 

Both  the  owner  and  boat  are  liable  for  the  penalty,  from 
the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  offence,  but  no  right  or 
interest  in  such  boat  or  any  other  property  of  the  owners  is 
thereby  transferred  to  the  United  States,  nor  until  it  com- 
mences proceedings  to  enforce  the  claim  of  such  penalty 
and  seizes  or  attaches  such  boat  or  other  property  by  due 
process  of  law  to  satisfy  the  same. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  two  acts  taken  together  declare 
a  forfeiture  by  the  owners  of  a  penalty  of  $500,  generally,  or 
a  special  interest  of  that  value  in  the  offending  boat,  then 
the  forfeiture  is  given  in  the  Alternative,  and  neither  takes 
effect,  until  the  government  makes  its  election,  by  the  com- 
mencement of  proper  proceedings,  which  to  recover.  (CaM- 
wellx.  The  United  States,  8  How.  879,).  Upon  this  theory  of 
the  law,  the  United  States  would  not  acquire  any  interest  ia 
the  boat  until  it  elected  to  proceed  against  it,  rather  than 
the  owners  thereof,  and  the  boat  had  been  taken  on  process 
in  such  proceeding.  But  the  liens  of  the  interveners  had 
attached  before  this  election  was  made,  by  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit. 

But  if  the  forfeiture  of  the  boat  or  an  interest  therein  was 
absolute,  and  transferred  the  property  therein  from  the  time 
of  the  violation  of  the  act  to  the  United  States,  stiU  it  seems 
that  it  would  be  subject  to  the  claims  of  the  seaman  and  ma- 
terial men.  The  United  States  would  take  it  as  a  purchaser 
— cum  onere. 

In  United  Statesy.  Wilder,  (3  Sum.  314),  Mr.  Justice  Story, 
in  considering  a  similar  question,  by  way   of  illustration. 
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says:  "  Besides,  it  is  by  no  means  true,  that  liens  existing 
on  particular  things,  are  displaced  by  the  government  be- 
coming or  succeeding  to  the  proprietary  interest.  The 
lien  of  seaman's  wages  and  of  bottomry  bonds  exist  in  all 
cases'  as  much  against  the  government  becoming  proprie- 
tors by  way  of  purchase,  or  forfeiture,  or  otherwise,  as  it 
does  against  the  particular  things  in  the  possession  of  a 
private  person." 

In  The  Florenzo  (1  Blatch.  &  Howl.  65),  there  was  a 
decree,  condemning  the  vessel  as  forfeited  to  the  United 
States,  subject  to  the  claims  of  the  seamen  and  material 
men,  who  were  to  be  first  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
vessel.  No  question  was  made  upon  this  point  in  the  argu- 
ment, and  the  decree  preferring  the  seamen  and  material 
men  seem  to  have  passed  as  a  matter  of  course.  The  libel 
of  the  seaman,  was  filed  before  that  of  the  United  States,  but 
from  the  statement  of  the  case,  it  is  probable  that  the  act 
causing  the  forfeiture  occurred  before  the  lien  of  the  former 
occurred.     (See  also  Gutter  v.  Bae,  7  How.  731.) 

StiU,  these  authorities  do  not  explicitly  decide  that  sea- 
man's wages  earned  after  a  forfeiture  of  a  vessel  to  the 
United  States,  are  a  lien  upon  the  same  as  against  the 
United  States.  In  the  case  at  bar,  most  of  the  claims  for 
materials  accrued  before  the  boat  commenced  to  run  in  vio- 
lation of  the  act,  but  the  wages  of  the  seamen  and  the  vio- 
lations of  the  act  were  earned  and  happened  during  the 
same  period. 

But  I  am  not  satisfied  that  either  the  act  of  1838  or  1852, 
or  both  taken  together,  forfeit  any  interest  in  the  boat, 
either  absolutely  or  in  the  alternative. .  In  my  judgment, 
the  only  forfeiture  given  by  sections  1  and  2  of  these  acts  is 
the  penalty  of  $500.  As  has  been  shown,  this  in  legal  effect 
is  nothing  mpre  than  aright  of  action  against  the  owners  to 
recover  such  penalty  as  a  debt  due  from  them  to  the  govern- 
ment. In  addition  to  this,  and  to  facilitate  the  colleqtion  of 
this  debt,  the  offending  boat  is  made  liable  in  rem. 

This  provision  may  be  likened  to  the  right  of  attachment 
on  mesne  process  in  a  common  law  action.  In  certain  cases. 
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the  general  property  of  a  debtor  is  made  Uable  to  such  at- 
tachment as  a  security  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiffs 
demand.  But  until  the  property  is  attached,  no  lien  arises 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  writ.  So  here,  the  boat  is 
liable  to  be  seized  and  proceeded  against  in  rem,  as  a  means 
of  enforcing  the  collection  of  the  debt  due  from  the  owners 
— the  penalty  forfeited  by  them,  and  the  lien  of  the  United 
States  attaches  upon  the  seizure  of  the  boat,  and  is  there- 
fore subordinate  to  the  prior  liens  of  the  interveners. 

The  decree  of  the  Court  is,  that  the  claims  of  the  inter- 
venors  for  wages  and  materials,  as  found  and  determined  by 
the  interlocutory  decree  of  July  11,  be  first  paid  out  of  the 
fund  in  Court,  and  that  the  sum  thereby  found  due  the  United 
States,  remain  unpaid  until  the  application  of  the  claimants 
for  remission  of  the  penalties  is  heard  from,  or  the  further 
order  of  this  Court. 

Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  the  libellant. 

W.  W.  Page,  for  the  claimant. 

W.  W.  Thdyer,  E.  W.  Hodgkinson  and  David  Logan,  for 
the  interveners. 
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Where  a  creditor  obtains  a  confession  of  judgment  from  an  insolvent  debtor, 
and  it  appears  probable  that  such  confession  was  taken  with  knowledge  of 
the  debtor's  insolvency,  the  proof  of  such  creditor's  claim  will  be  post- 
poned untU  after  the  choice  of  an  assignee. 

Objection  to  proof  of  a  claim  must  be  made  by  written  allegation,  specifying 
with  reasonable  certainty  the  grounds  of  such  objection,  • 

Deady,  J.  On  July  2,  1868,  a  petition  was  filed  in  this 
Court,  in  bankruptcy,  against  J.  J.  and  M.  Walton,  mer- 
chants in  Eugene.  On  July  11,  they  were,  without  opposi- 
tion, duly  declared  bankrupts. 
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On  August  3,  Henry  Failing  and  Allen  &  Lewis  by  C.  H. 
Lewis,  appeared  before  the  register  and  offered  to  prove 
claims  against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupts — that  of  A.  & 
L.'s  being  $3,982.64,  and  H.  F.'s,  $2,002.33.  Objection 
being  made  by  the  petitionijig  creditors  to  the  proof  of  these 
claims  until  an  assignee  had  been  chosen,  the  register,  un- 
der section  4  of  the  act,  has  adjourned  the  matter  into  Court 
for  decision.  Accompanying  the  register's  statement  of  the 
matter,  is  a  copy  of  the  schedules  and  warrant,  and  the  deposi- 
tions of  C.  H.  Lewis  and  Henry  Failing,  respectively,  in 
proof  of  the  claims  above  mentioned. 

From  these,  it  appears,  that  A.  &.  L.  and  H.  F.,  are 
wholesale  merchants  in  Portland,  and  that  the  Waltons 
being  indebted  to  them  on  account,  for  goods,  etc.,  sold  and 
delivered,  they  severally  induce'd  the  bankrupts  to  confess 
judgments  in  their  favor  for  the  above  mentioned  sums. 
That  said  judgments  were  confessed,  without  action,  on 
Saturday,  June  27,  1868,  and  that  on  the  Monday  following, 
A.  &.  L.  and  H.  F.,  acting  through  the  same  attorney,  sued 
out  executions  and  levied  upon  the  property  of  the  bank- 
rupts, including  the  stock  of  goods  on  hand,  supposed  to  be 
worth  about  $4,000.  At  the  date  of  the  judgments  the 
bankrupts  were  insolvent — their  indebtedness  being  largely 
in  excess  of  the  value  of  their  assets.  So  far  as  the  bank- 
rupts are  concerned,  the  confessing  of  these  judgments  was 
an  act  of  bankruptcy.  It  must  i  be  inferred  from  a  compari- 
son between  their  indebtedness  and  assets,  as  shown  by 
their  schedules,  that  they  were  then  insolvent.  Section  39 
of  the  act  makes  a  confession  of  judgment  by  an  insolvent 
or  bankrupt  or  given  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy  or  in- 
solvency an  act  of  bankruptcy.  To  be  in  a  state  of  insol- 
vency or  to  contemplate  insolvency,  is  simply  for  the  debtor 
to  be  or  contemplate  being  unable  to  pay  his  debts  as  they 
become  payable.  A  person  may  be  insolvent  without  hav- 
ing committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy — an  act  for  which  he 
may  be  declared  a  bankrupt  by  proceedings  in  invitum. 
{Buckingham  et  al.  v.  McLean,  13  How.  167;  In  re  Black  & 
Secor,  1  Law  Times,  B.  E.  41.) 
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After  the  decree  in  bankruptcy  in  this  case  had  passed, 
A.  &  L.  and  H.  F.,  through  their  attorney,  directed  the 
sheriff,  holding  the  executions  against  the  bankrupts,  to 
turn  over  the  personal  property  levied  on  to  the  messenger, 
and  return  the  executions  to  the  clerk's  office,  which  was 
done.  By  the  law  of  this  State,  these  judgments  were  a 
lien  upon  the  real  property  of  the  bankrupts,  in  the  schedule 
mentioned,  in  favor  of  the  judgment  creditors  and  they  also 
acquired  a  lien  upon  the  personal  property,  by  virtue  of  the 
levy  of  the  execution  thereon.  By  means  of  these  proceed- 
ings these  creditors  received  a  preference  over  the  other 
creditors  of  the  bankrupts.  Until  the  contrary  is  shown,  it 
must  be  presumed  that  this  preference  was  intended  to  be 
given  by  the  bankrupts,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  the  na- 
tural and  probable  consequence  of  their  act — the  confessing 
of  judgment  to  A.  &.  L.  and  H.  F.,  while  in  a  state  of  in- 
solvency. 

If  the  creditors  had  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  bank- 
rupts were  insolvent  or  contemplated  insolvency,  when  they 
took  these  judgments  and  obtained  this  preference,  then 
their  judgments  are,  good,  but  under  section  20  of  the  act 
they  can  only  be  admitted  to  prove  the  balance  of  their 
debts  after  deducting  the  value  of  their  liens.  This  involves 
an  arrangement  with  the  assignee,  and  presupposes  the 
choosing  of  the  assignee  before  they  are  allowed  to  prove 
their  debts. 

But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  these  creditors  had  reason  to 
believe  that  the  bankrupts  were  insolvent  or  contemplated 
bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  when  they  took  these  judgments 
and  obtained  this  preference,  then  they  are  not  entitled  to 
vote  for  an  assignee.  "No  person  who  has  received  any 
preference  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  vote 
for  or  be  eligible  as  assignee."  (Bankrupt  Act,  §  19.)  And 
under  section  23,  they  would  not  be  allowed  to  prove  their 
debts  until  they  surrendered  to  the  assignee  all  property, 
etc.,  or  advantage  received  by  them  under  such  prefer- 
ence. 

The  last  clause  of  section  39  authorizes  the  assignee  to 
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recover  back — obtain  by  judicial  proceedings — any  property 
transferred  by  a  bankrupt  contrary  to  the  act,  if  the  person 
receiving  the  property  had  "reasonable  cause  to  believe 
that  a  fraud  on  the  act  was  intended  or  that  the  debtor  was 
insolvent,  'and  such  creditor  shall  not  be  allowed  to  prove 
his  debt  in  bankruptcy." 

Taking  this  section  alone,  and  a  creditor  who  has  received 
a  preference  contrary  to  the  act,  cannot  be  allowed  to  prove 
his  debt  at  aU — in  other  words  he  is  precluded  from  recov- 
ering any  part  of  the  assets  of  the  bankrupt.  But  I  am  in- 
clined to  the  opinion,  that  section  23  must  be  considered 
with  section  39,  and  that  a  creditor  who  has  received  a  pre- 
ference contrary  to  this  act,  may  surrender  such  preference, 
voluntarily  to  the  assignee,  and  be  allowed  to  prove  his  debt 
and  share  in  the  estate.*  But  if  such  creditor  does  not  vol- 
untarily surrender  the  property  or  benefits  obtained  by  such 
preference,  and  the  assignee  is  driven  to  "recover  back" 
the  same  by  judicial  proceedings,  then  I  think  he  is  debar- 
red from  proving  his  debt  or  sharing  in  the  estate. 

Under  section  23,  if  the  Judge  entertains  doubts  of  the 
validity  of  the  claim,  or  the  right  of  the  creditor  to  prove  it, 
and  is  of  opinion  that  such  validity  or  right  ought  to  be  in- 
vestigated by  the  assignee,  he  may  postpone  the  proof  of 
the 'claim  until  the  assignee  is  chosen." 

I  have  no  doubt  as  to  the  validity  of  these  claims,  that  is, 
I  am  satisfied  that  they  are  genuine — not  fictitious — and 
justly  due  by  the  bankrupts  to  the  creditors.  But  the  right 
of  the  creditors  to  prove  them  is  not  so  plain  a  question. 

If  the  creditors  received  this  preference  not  contrary  to 
the  provisions  of  the  act,  then  these  proceedings  as  to  them 
were  valid,  and  as  we  have  seen  they  cannot  prove  their 
debt,  but  only  such  part  of  it  as  the  assignee  may  ascertain 
is  due,  after  deducting  the  value  of  the  property  held  under 
the  lien  of  their  Judgments.  As  this  arrangement  cannot  be 
made  until  after  the  choice  of  an  assignee,  in  the  nature  of 
things  these  creditors  must  be  precluded  from  voting  for  an 


*  See  In  re  Walton  &  Walton. 
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assignee.  But  if  they  are  now  allowed  to  prove  their  debts, 
then  under  section  13,  they  would  be  qualified  to  vote  for 
assignee. 

But  if  this  preference  was  received  contrary  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act,  then  under  the  most  favorable  view  of 
the  law  for  these  creditors,  they  could  not  be  allowed  to 
participate  in  the  election  of  the  assignee,  and  therefore 
should  not  be  allowed  to  prove  their  debts  until  an  assignee 
was  chosen,  and  had  an  opportunity  to  investigate  the  matter 
and  resist  the  application,  if  justice  to  the  other  creditors 
requires  it.  ^ 

I  do  not  now  propose  to  decide  absolutely  the  question 
whether  these  creditors  had  reason  to  believe  these  bank- 
rupts were  insolvent  when  they  took  these  judgments.  A 
judgment  by  confession  is  an  effectual  means  of  transferring 
property  from  a  debtor  to  a  creditor,  and  I  do  not  think  it 
can  be  considered  as  an  act  done  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
the  debtor's  business.  It  is  therefore  prima  facie  fraudu- 
lent— that  is,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  both  as 
to  the  debtor  and  the  creditor  receiving  it.  The  burden  of 
proof  is  upon  the  creditor  to  overcome  this  presumption. 
In  accordance  with  these  conclusions  I  will  direct  the  fol- 
lowing order  to  be  certified  to  the  Eegister : 

OEDEE. 

Upon  reading  and  consideration  of  the  statement  and  ac- 
companying papers  reported  to  me  by  the  Eegister,  touching 
the  claims  of  Allen  &  Lewis  and  Henry  Failing,  against  the 
estate  of  the  bankrupts — 

It  is  ordered,  that  the  proof  of  such  claims  be  postponed 
until  an  assignee  of  the  est&,te  has  been  chosen  or  appointed; 
and  that  if  the  proof  of  such  claims  is  thereafter  objected 
to,  it  must  be  done  by  a  written  allegation,  specifying  with 
reasonable  certainty  and  brevity,  the  grounds  of  such  objec- 
tion; and  thereupon  the  Eegister,  after  notice  to  the  as- 
signee, must  proceed  to  take  the  evidence  for  and  against 
such  objection,  and  report  the  same  to  the  Court,  with  his 
findings  of  facts  and  law  thereon. 
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J.  M.   Wkcdley  and  M.    W.   Fechheimer,   for  petitioning 
creditors. 

Erasmus  D.  Shattuck,  for  A.  &  L.  and  H.  F. 


CIECUIT  GOUET,  SEPTEMBEE  9,  1868. 

JOHN  R.  LAMB  AND  EMMA  {his  loife)  AND  IDA  SQUIEES 
V.  LEWIS  M.  STAER,  JAMES  P.  O.  LOWNSDALE, 
MILLARD  0.  LOWNSDALE  (by  hu  guardian,  said  James 
P.  0.),  RUTH  A.  LOWNSDALE  {hy  her  guardian  John 
Blanchard),  MARY  E.  COOPER  AND  HIRAM  AND 
HANNAH  SMITH. 

The  estate  granted  to  a  married  person  by  section  i  of  the  Donation  Act 
(9  Stat.  497),  is  a  qualified  or  determinable  fee,  with  a  contingent  remain- 
der to  the  survivor  and  children  of  such  person;  and  in  case  he  or  she  dies 
intestate,  before  patent  issues,  such  remainder  becomes  vested  in  such 
survivor  and  children,  wh  j  take  as  donees  of  the  United  States,  and  not  as 
the  heirs  of  the  deceased. 

A  patent  for  lands  issued  to  a  deceased  person,  enures  to  the  benefit  of  the 
successor  in  interest  of  such  person.     (5  Stat.  31.) 

Effect  of  partition  between  the  children  of  Nancy  Lownsdale  and  the  heirs 
and  vendees  of  her  husband. 

Where  one  owning  an  undivided  fifth  of  a  certain  block  of  land  executes  a 
quitclaim  deed  of  his  interest  therein,  containing  at  the  close  this  clause . 
"  and  by  these  presents  give  them  (the  grantee  and  his  heirs)  peaceable 
possession  of  the  same,  to  have  and  to  hold,  for  their  own  use  and  benefit 
forever:"  Held,  not  to  be  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  of  any  part  of 
the  premises,  nor  a  recital  or  representation  which  would  estop  the  grantor 
from  asserting  an  after  acquired  interest  in  the  same  block. 

Deady  J.  This  suit  was  brought  by  the  complainants, 
on  December  26,  1867,  to  procure  a  partition  of  block  218 
in  the  city  of  Portland,  and  to  declare  void  a  purchase 
thereof,  by  the  defendant,  Starr,  on  the  ground  that  said 
Starr  toot  the  conveyance  of  such  block  to  himself,  with 
notice  and  in  violation  of  certain  trusts,  upon  which  the 
same  was  conveyed  to  Starr's  grantors  by  the  ancestor  of  the 
complainants — Daniel  H.  Lownsdale. 
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Neither  of  the  defendants — ^James  O.  P.  Lownsdale,  Mil- 
lard O.  Lownsdale,  Euth  A.  Lownsdale,  Mary  E.  Cooper, 
Hiram  and  Hannah  Smith — have  appeared,  and  as  to  them 
the  complaint  is  taken  for  confessed. 

On  January  27,  1868,  this  Court,  after  argument,  over- 
ruled the  demurrer  of  Starr  to  the  part  of  complaint  alleging 
a  trust,  and  also  disallowed  as  insufficient  three  pleas,  plead- 
ed by  him  in  bar  of  the  suit. 

On  July  20,  1868,  the  case  was  argued  and  submitted  on 
the  complaint,  answer  of  Starr,  replication  thereto,  and 
proofs. 

The  answer  of  Starr,  repeats  the  matter  contained  in  the 
first  and  second  of  his  plea.  The  opinion  of  this  Court  .up- 
on the  questions  raised  by  these  pleas  has  been  given,  and 
it  is  not  necessary  to  reconsider  them  now. 

From  the  pleadings,  proofs  and  admissions  of  the  par- 
ties, the  facts  material  to  the  decision  of  this  case,  appear 
to  be: 

I.  That  on  September  22,  1848,  Daniel  H.  Lownsdale, 
being  a  widower  and  unmarried,  settled  on  a  tract  of  public 
land  embracing- the  block  in  controversy,  and  containing 
about  180  acres;  and  that  said  Daniel  H.,  on  July  10,  1850, 
intermarried  with  Nancy  Gillihan,  the  widow  of  "William 
Gillihan,  and  that  on  April  10,  1854,  said  Nancy  died  in- 
testate, leaving  her  children,  Isabella  Ellen  and  "William 
Gillihan,  and  Millard  O.  and  Euth  A.  Lownsdale. 

II.  That  said  Daniel  H.  continued  to  reside  upon  the 
tract  of  land  aforesaid  from  the  date  of  the  settlement  afore- 
said for  more  than  four  years  thereafter,  and  that  in  pursu- 
ance of  such  settlement  and  residence  and  the  Donation  Act 
of  September  27,  1850  (9  Stat.  497),  the  proper  officers  of 
the  "United  States  land  office  set  apart  the  east  half  of  said 
tract  to  said  Daniel  H.,  and  the  west  half  thereof,  embrac- 
ing the  block  in  controversy,  to  said  Nancy;  and  that  on 
October  17,  1860,  a  patent  certificate  was  duly  issued  by  the 
office  aforesaid  for  the  tract  aforesaid,  to  the  said  Daniel  H. 
for  the  east  half  aforesaid,  and  to  the  said  Nancy  for  the 
west  half  aforesaid;  and  that  in  pursuance  of  the  premises 
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as  above  stated,  on  June  6,  1865,  a  patent  was  duly  issued 
to  said  Daniel  H.  and  Nancy  for  their  respective  portions  of 
said  tract  as  aforesaid. 

III.  That  on  May  4,  1862,  Daniel  H.  died  intestate, 
leaving  as  his  heirs-at-law,  the  complainants,  Emma  Lamb 
and  Ida  Squires,  the  children  of  his  daughter  Sarah,  before 
that  time  deceased  and  his  four  surviving  children,  defendants 
herein,  namely — James  P.  0.,  Millard  O.  and  Euth  A. 
Lownsdale  and  Mary  B.  Cooper;  and  that  the  complainants 
herein,  at  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  were  and  now  are 
citizens  of  the  State  of  Kentucky,  and  that  the  said  com- 
plainants, John  E.  and  Emma  Lamb,  are  husband  and  wife; 
and  that  the  defendant,  Starr,  is  a  resident  and  citizen  of 
the  State  of  Oregon. 

IV.  That  on  April  1,  1858,  the  said  Daniel  H.,  for  the 
nominal  consideration  of  13,800,,  by  deed,  "bargained  and 
sold,  released  and  quitclaimed  unto  Lansing  Stout,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  aU  his  right,  title,  interest,  claim  and  de- 
mand, both  at  law  and  in  equity,"  to  five  blocks  containing 
eight  lots  each,  in  the  city  of  Portland,  one  of  which  was 
block  218  aforesaid;  and  said  deed,  after  describing  the 
premises,  concludes  in  these  words — "together  with  all  and 
singular  the  appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  and  by  these 
presents  give  them  peaceable  possession  of  the  same  to  have 
and  to  hold  to  their  own  use  and  benefit  forever.  In  testi- 
mony whereof,"  etc.;  and  that  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid,  said  Stout,  for  the  nominal  consideration  of  $1,- 
000,  conveyed,  by  deed,  in  all  respects  similar  to  the  one 
from  Daniel  H.  to  him,  "all  his  right,  title  and  interest, 
both  at  law  and  equity"  to  the  undivided  one  half  of  four  of 
the  blocks  described  in  the  deed  aforesaid,  from  Daniel  H. 
to  Stout,  including  block  218  aforesaid,  to  Alonzo  Leland; 
and  that  on  December  5,  1864,  the  said  Alonzo  Leland  and 
Eachel  B.,  his  wife,  conveyed  all  their  interest  in  said  block 
218  to  the  defendant,  Starr;  and  that  on  February  14,  1863, 
the  sheriff  of  Multnomah  county,  Oregon,  upon  an  execution 
issued  out  of  the  Qircuit  Court  for  such  county,  against  the 
property  of  said  Stout,  sold  the  undivided  one  half  of  said 
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block  218  to  said  Starr,  for  the  sum  of  $775,  and  on  Decem- 
ber 24,  1863,  said  sheriff,  as  sheriff,  by  deed,  duly  conveyed 
to  said  Starr  the  undivided  half  aforesaid,  as  fully,  as  by 
law  he  was  authorized  to  do. 

V.  That  in  January,  1860,  Daniel  H.  purchased  the  in- 
terest of  the  said  Isabella  Ellen,  then  intermarried  with  one 
William  Potter,  in  the  estate  of  her  mother,  Nancy  Lowns- 
dale,  and  took  a  conveyance  of  the  same  to  him,  the  said 
Daniel  H.,  duly  executed  by  the  said  WiUiam  Potter  and 
Isabella  Ellen,  his  wife. 

VI.  That  in  1864,  the  said  William  Gillihan,  Jr.,  by  his 
guardian,  commenced  a  suit  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the 
county  and  State  aforesaid,  for  a  portion  of  the  west  haK  of 
the  tract  aforesaid,  set  apart  to  his  mother,  Nancy  Lowns- 
dale,  as  aforesaid,  claiming  in  such  suit  to  be  entitled  to  an 
undivided  fifth  thereof;  in  which  suit,  the  parties  to  this 
suit  and  divers  others,  the  vendees  of  Daniel  H.  were  de- 
fendants; and  the  said  Court,  on  May  22, 1865,  among  other 
things,  decreed,  that  Daniel  H.,  in  his  lifetime,  was  entitled 
to  one  undivided  fifth  of  said  west  half,  as  the  heir  of 
Nancy,  and  also  to  another  undivided  fifth,  as  the  vendee  of 
said  William  Potter  and  Isabella  Ellen,  his  wife,  and  that 
said  William  Gillihan,  Jr.,  and  Millard  O.,  and  Euth  A. 
Lownsdale  were  each  entitled  as  the  heirs  of  Nancy,  to  one 
undivided  fifth  of  said  west  half;  and  afterwards  on  August 
12,  1865,  said  Court,  in  said  suit,  by  its  decree  set  apart  to 
said  WUliam,  Millard  O.  and  Euth  A.,  in  severalty,  certain 
specified  portions  of  said  west  half,  and  to  tlie  heirs  and 
vendees  or  claimants  under  Daniel  H.,  according  to  their 
respective  interests  the  remaining  portion  of  said  west  half, 
including  block  218;  and  because  such  partition  was  unequal, 
it  was  further  provided  by  said  decree,  that  said  William, 
Millard  O.  and  Euth  A.,  should  have  compensation  frDm 
their  co-tenants  in  the  aggregate,  to  the  sum  of  $39,156.02, 
and  that  said  sum  should  be  a  lien  upon  that  portion  of  the 
west  half  set  apart,  as  aforesaid,  to  the  heirs,  etc.,  of  Daniel 
H.,  of  which  sum,  $1,533.45  was  by  such  (Jecree  apportioned 
to  and  made  a  lien  upon  block  218;  and  it  was  further  de- 
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clared  by  said  last  mentioned  decree  tliat  nothing  therein 
should  prejudice  the  lawful  claims  of  any  of  the  defendants 
therein,  being  heirs  or  claimants  under  Daniel  H.,  as  be- 
tween themselves;  and  that  if  any  such  heir  or  claimant, 
being  then  in  possession  of  any  parcel  of  the  partitioned 
premises,  should  pay  the  'owelty  charged  thereon,  and  be 
afterwards  evicted  therefrom  or  from  any  portion  thereof, 
by  any  other  of  such  defendants,  he  should  have  a  lien  upon 
such  parcel  or  portion  thereof  for  the  reimbursement  of 
such  owelty  with  interest. 

VII.  ,  That  the  conveyance  by  Daniel  H.  to  Stout,  of  his 
interest  in  block  218  as  aforesaid,  was  made  upon  a  secret 
trust  in  writing,  that  the  said  Stout  would  reduce  the  same 
to  possession,  and  dispose  of  it,  and  apply  the  proceeds  to 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  Daniel  H. ;  and  that  the  said 
Starr  at  the  time  he  took  the  conveyances  from  the  Sheriff 
of  Multnomah  county,  and  also  from  Alonzo  Leland  and 
wife,  as  aforesaid,  had  no  notice  of  said  trust;  and  that 
Starr  paid  the  owelty  assessed  upon  said  block  218,  by  the 
decree  of  the  Circuit  Court,  aforesaid,  and  that  he  was,  at 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  still  is  in  possession  of 
the  same,  but  not  adversely  to  these  complaints. 

"Vm.  That  the  property  in  controversy  herein  exceeds 
in  value  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars. 

IX.  That  the  said  Daniel  H.  at  the  time  of  making  the 
deed  to  Stout  as  aforesaid,  did  not  represent  or  profess  to 
said  Stout  that  he  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  said  block  218, 
nor  that  he  could  and  would  receive  a  patent  therefore;  and 
that  the  time  of  making  said  deed  and  prior  thereto,  the 
said  Stout  was  the  regular  attorney  of  the  said  Daniel  H. ; 
and  that  said  deed  to  Stout  was  made  upon  no  other  con- 
sideration, than  the  trust  declared  in  the  contemporaneous 
writing  as  aforesaid. 

From  this  statement  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  it  appears 
that  from  the  date  of  the  settlement  of  Daniel  H.  upon  the 
tract  of  land  described  in  the  patent  certificate,  that  the 
United  States,  by  section  4  of  the  Donation  Act,  granted 
said  tract  to  Daniel  H.  and  Nancy,  his  wife,  in  equal  parts, 
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to  be  divided  between  them  by  the  officers  of  the  proper 
land  office.  Nancy  having  died  intestate  prior  to  the  issu- 
ing of  the  patent,  her  share  or  interest  in  the  donation — 
which  is  the  west  half — was  by  the  same  statute  granted 
over  to  her  husband  and  children  in  equal  proportions. 
They  did  not  take  as  the  heirs  6f  the  deceased  under  the 
local  law  of  descent,  but  directly  as  donees  of  the  United 
States.  The  estate  granted  to  Nancy  in  the  west  half,  was  a 
qualified  or  determinable  fee,  for  although  it  might  have 
continued  forever  and  descended  to  her  heirs  ad  infinitum, 
yet  by  the  terms  of  the  grant  it  was  liable  to  be  determined- 
terminated — by  the  happening  of  this  event,  the  death  of 
Nancy  before  patent  and  without  will.  In  contemplation  of 
this  contingency,  the  statute  granted  Nancy's  share  of  the 
donation  in  equal  parts  to  her  husband  and  children.  Until 
the  happening  of  this  event,  so  long  as  it  was  possible  to 
happen,  the  husband  and  children,  had  a  contingent  re- 
mainder in  the  land.  After  it  did  happen,  the  estate  be- 
came absolute  in  them.  They  took  this  interest  as  donees 
of  the  United  States,  and  not  as  heirs  of  Nancy.  As  it  was, 
Nancy's  estate  in  the  land  terminated  with  her  death,  and 
she  left  nothing  in  it  to  descend  to,  or  be  inherited  by  any 
one.  The  husband  and  children  are  in  by  purchase  and 
not  by  descent.     (Fields  v.  Squires,  Ante,  366.) 

It  appears  that  the  certificate  and  patent  in  this  case  have 
been  issued  under  a  misapprehension  of  the  facts.  They 
are  issued  to  Nancy  for  the  west  half,  while  in  fact  she  was 
dead  years  before.  In  the  meantime  the  act  had  vested  the 
land  designated  in  the  record,  in  her  husband  and  children. 
In  such  case  the  patent  to  the  deceased  wife  may  be  held  to 
within  the  spirit  of  the  act  of  May  20,  1836  (5  Stat.  31), 
Section  1  reads : 

"  In  all  cases  where  patents  for  public  lands  have  been 
or  may  hereafter  be  issued,  in  pursuance  of  any  law  of  the 
United  States,  to  a  person  who  had  died,  or  shall  hereafter 
die  before  the  date  of  such  patent,  the  title  to  the  land  desig- 
nated therein,  shall  enure  to  and  become  vested  in  the  heirs, 
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devisees  or  assignees  of  such  deceased  patentee,  as  if  the  pa- 
tent had  issued  to  the  deceased  person  during  life." 

In  this  case,  the  land  designated  in  this  patent  could  not 
vest  as  it  would  have  done  if  issued  to  Nancy  during  her 
life,  because  the  Donation  Act  otherwise  provided.  The 
person  to  whona  the  patent  was  issued  is  dead,  and  the  per- 
sons to  whom  the  act  gave  the  land  in  that  event,  although 
neither  "the  heirs,  devisees  or  assignees"  of  Nancy,  are  her 
successors  in  interest,  and  the  persons  to  whom  the  patent 
should  have  issued.  Unless  this  patent  to  Nancy  can  be 
considered  as  enuring  to  them  under  the  act  of  1836,  it  must 
be  deemed  void.  (Scheadd  et  al.  v.  Sawyer,  4  McLean,  183.) 
For  this  is  not  a  case  of  title  by  patent,  but  of  grant  by  a 
statute,  and  in  which  the  patent'  is  only  official  evidence  of  a 
compliance  with  the  subsequent  conditions  annexed  to  the 
grant. 

This  point  has  not  been  argued  by  counsel,  and  as  between 
the  parties  to  this  suit,  there  seems  to  be  no  question  made 
about  it.  They  all  claim  under  the'  statute  grant  to  the  hus- 
band and  children  on  the  death  of  Nancy. 

Having  thus  ascertained  the  persons  to  whom  block  218 
as  a  part  of  the  west  half  was  granted  by  the  United  States, 
it  remains  to  determine  the  present  ownership  of  it. 

Daniel  H.  having  acquired  one  fifth  of  the  west  half  under 
the  Donation  Act,  and  purchased  another  fifth  of  Isabella 
Ellen  Porter,  he  became  the  owner  of  two  fifths  of  such 
tract.  The  other  three  fifths  were  owned  by  William  Gilli- 
han,  Jr.,  and  Millard  O.  and  Euth  A.  Lownsdale,  the 
children  of  Nancy.  The  two  fifth  interest  of  Daniel  H.,  so 
far  as  not  disposed  of  by  him  in  his  lifetime,  upon  his  death 
descended  to  his  four  living  children  and  the  representatives 
of  his  deceased  daughter,  Sarah — the  present  complainants. 

By  the  decree  in  the  partition  suit,  certain  parcels  of  the 
tract  were  allotted  in  severalty  to  the  three  children  of 
Nancy,  and  the  remaining  portion  of  the  tract  was  allotted 
to  the  heirs  and  grantees  of  Daniel  H.,  according  to  their 
respective  interests.  The  partition  was  made  between  these 
two  classes,    the  children   of    Nancy  and  the  heirs  and 
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grantees  of  Daniel  H.  As  between  tlie  indiyiduals  of  the 
latter  class  no  partition  was  ma(^,  nor  was  there  any  con- 
clusive determination  as  to  who  were  such  heirs  or  vendees. 
By  far  the  larger  part  of  the  tract  was  allotted  to  the  heirs  of 
Daniel  H.,  and  for  that  reason  a  certain  sum  of  money  was 
charged  upon  it  in  favor  of  the  children  of  Nancy,  to  make  the 
partition  equal  in  value.  By  the  partition,  the  children  of 
Nancy  were  divested  of  their  three  fifths  interest  in  the  part 
allotted  to  the  heirs  of  Daniel  H.,' and  the  latter  were  di- 
vested of  their  two  fifths  interest  in  the  part  allotted  to  the 
children  of  Nancy.  On  the  whole,  the  heirs  of  Daniel  H. 
gained  in  quantity  by  the  partition,  but  were  required  to 
pay  the  difference  in  value  in  money.  But  the  grantees  of 
Daniel  were  not  so  effected.  They  yielded  nothing  in  the 
partition  and  received  nothing.  (Fields  v.  Squires,  Ante,  366.) 
Among  others,  block  218  was  allotted  to  the  heirs  and  ven- 
dees of  Dan'lH.,  accoidiingtoiheij: respective  interests.  Lansing 
Stout  was  the  only  person  who  appears  to  have  received  a 
conveyance  from  Daniel  H.  of  any  interest  in  the  block. 
Whatever  that  interest  was,  it  has  been  since  acquired  by 
the  defendant  Starr.  The  sale  to  Stout  was  of  all  Daniel 
H.'s  interest  at  that  time.  Daniel  H's  interest  at  that  time 
was  only  a  fifth.  His  other  fifth  he  purchased  some  years 
afterwards.  Starr  is  then  the  owner  of  one  fifth  of  the  block, 
and  the  heirs  of  Daniel  H.  of  the  other  four  fifths  in  equal 
parts.  The  heirs  of  Daniel  H.,  within  the  narrow  limits  of 
block  218  gain  in  quantity,  but  in  consideration  they  are 
made  to  yield  their  interest  elsewhere  throughout  the  tract, 
and  pay  the  children  of  Nancy  a  certain  owelty.  But  Starr 
had  no  interest  in  the  tract  outside  of  this  block.  As  has 
been  already  said,  he  neither  lost  or  gained  by  the  partition, 
nor  did  he  yield  up  an  interest  in  one  block  to  receive  an 
equivalent  for  it  in  another.  He  got  what  he  had  pur- 
chased, and  no  more  or  less— the  interest  of  Daniel  H.  in 
block  218,  on  April  1,  1858,  and  that  was  an  undivided  fifth 
and  no  more. 

But  the  principal  argument  for  the  defendant  is  made 
upon  the  concluding  words  of  the  deed  from  Daniel  H.  to 
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Stout.  Counsel  contend  tliat  these  amount  to  a  covenant 
for  quiet  enjoyment  as  to  the  whole  block,  and  that  therefore 
Daniel  H.  and  all  persons  claiming  under  him  are  estopped 
to  claim  any  interest  in  the  block,  whether  they  are  other- 
wise entitled  to  it  or  not. 

The  deed,  as  has  been  stated,  was  a  simple  quitclaim  of 
the  interest  of  Daniel  H.  in  the  block,  and  there  is  no  single 
expression  in  the  deed  that  has  any  other  different  significa- 
tion. The  words  which  are  said  to  constitute  a  covenant 
for  quiet  enjoyment,  are  these:  "and  by  these  presents  give 
them  (Stout  and  his  heirs)  peaceable  possession  of  the  same 
to  have  and  to  hold  for  their  own  use  and  benefit  forever." 
Stress  has  been  laid  upon  the  proximity  of  the  clause  pro- 
fessing to  give  possession  and  the  habendum.  But  the 
habendum  clause  does  not  add  to  or  diminish  the  effect  of 
the  other,  "To  have  and  to  hold "  what ?  Block  218  ?  Not 
at  all,  but  only  the  interest  of  Daniel  H.  in  that  block,  on 
April  1,  1858,  the  date  of  the  d«ed,  and  nothing  more. 
But,  adds  counsel,  the  words  are  "to  have  and  to  hold  to 
their  own  use  and  henefit  forever."  Yes,  whatever  is -quit- 
claimed is  forever,  and  not  for  a  day  or  for  life.  But  what 
is  it  Stout  was  to  have  and  to  hold  forever?  Not  block 
218,  but  only  the  interest  of  Daniel  H<  therein,  be  that  less 
or  more. 

As  to  the  clause  professing  to  give  possession,  in  defer- 
ence to  the  earnestness  and  argument  of  counsel,  I  have  ex- 
amined it  and  re-examined  it  to  see  if  it  could  possibly  be 
construed  into  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  whole 
premises,  or  even  any  part  of  them;  but  I  can  find  no  coun- 
tenance for  such  a  construction  on  either  reason  or  authority. 
This  clause  contains  neither  a  recital  nor  a  promise, 
but  simply  a  statement  as  to  a  present  fact,  which  might  or 
might  not  have  been  true.  Daniel  H.,  by  this  clause  says 
— "by  these  presents  I  give  the  grantee  herein,  peaceable 
possession  of  the  same."  What  does  "the  same"  refer  to? 
Surely  the  interest  conveyed,  which  was  the  then  interest  of 
Daniel  H.  in  the  block — an  undivided  one  fifth,  and  no  more. 
As  one  tenant  in  common  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
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whole  premises,  Daniel  H.,  upon  the  sale  of  his  undivided 
fifth  of  Stout,  might  have  put  him  in  possession  of  the  whole 
block,  but  not  to  the  exclusion  of  his  co-tenants.  Yet  if  he 
had,  he  would  not  thereby  covenant  that  Stout  should  have 
quiet  enjoyment  of  the  premises  thereafter,  or  of  any  part 
of  them.  Nor  would  an  express  covenant  that  Stout  should 
quietly  enjoy  the  interest  then  quitclaimed,  estop  the  heirs 
of  Daniel  H.  from  claiming  the  other  four  fifths  of  the  block. 
But  this,  clause  does  not  amount  to  an  assertion  or  admis- 
sion that  Daniel  H.  did  in  fact  put  Stout  in  possession  at 
all.  The  words  are — "  by  these  presents" — that  is  the  deed 
— "give  them  peaceable  possession."  Then  there  was  no 
actual  possession  given,  but-  only  such  possession  as  re- 
sulted from  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deed.  This 
was  no  possession  at  all,  but  only  that  right  to  the  posses- 
sion T(rhich  is  the  incident  of  legal  ownership.  If  the  clause 
was  not  in  the  deed,  in  this  respect  its  legal  effect  would 
be  the  same.  The  parties  did  not  go  upon  the  land  and 
pass  the  possession  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  and  endorse 
a  memorandum  thereof  on  the  deed,  nor  did  the  grantor 
deliver  the  grantee  a  key  or  clod  from  the  premises,  as  a 
symbol  of  possession. 

It  must  be  admitted  this  possession  clause  is  an  unusual 
one,  and  that  it  does  not  appear  necessary  to  make  good  or 
realize  any  apparent  purpose  or  intention  of  the  grantor,  and 
for  this  reason,  among  others,  it  has  been  urged  by  counsel 
for  Starr,  that  it  must  have  been  intended  to  secure  to  Stout 
or  his  grantees  any  future  interest  which  Daniel  H.  might 
acquire  in  the  block.  But  the  object  of  inserting  this  clause 
is,  I  think,  quite  apparent,  when  you  read  the  declaration  of 
trust  executed  by  Stout  at  the  time  he  received  this  deed. 
In  this  paper  the  deed  is  described  as  a  mere  "quitclaim," 
and  Stout  reserves  the  option  either  to  sell  the  property, 
including  this  block,  or  reduce  it  to  possession  on  the  best  terms 
in  Ms  power.  Then,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  Daniel  H.  did  not 
put  Stout  into  possession.  This  clause  was  probably  in- 
serted in  the  deed  upon  the  idea  that  it  would  assist  the 
grantee  therein,   in  a  coutemplated  controversy  with  the 
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School  District,  wliich.  at  that  time  claimed  the  property  as 
a  donation  from  Daniel  H. 

Upon  the  legal  aspect  of  the  case  this  is  sufficient.  Four 
fifths  of  the  block  belong  to  the  heirs  of  Daniel  H.  in  equal 
parts,  and  the  other  fifth  to  Starr,  and  upon  this  basis  there 
must  be  a  partition  between  them,  with  provision  to  secure 
to  Starr  the  repayment  of  the  owelty,  with  interest. 

Nor  do  I  think  that  any  one  concerned,  unless  it  be  the 
heirs  of  Daniel  H.,  has  any  right  to  complain  of  the  result. 
The  fifth  which  Starr,  as  an  innocent  purchaser,  without 
notice  of  the  trust,  obtains,  neither  Daniel  H.  or  his  heirs 
received  any  consideration  for.  But,  as  it  was  the  fault  or 
neglect  of  Daniel  H.  that  the  declaration  of  trust  was  not 
put  upon  record,  he  or  his  heirs  must  bear  the  loss  rather 
than  an  innocent  purchaser. 

On  the  other  hand,  this  block  being  situated  to  the  west 
of  Park  street,  there  could  have  been  no  do^ibt,  at  the  date 
of  the  deed  from  Daniel  H.  to  Stout  that  the  property  was 
within  the  wife's  half,  and  that  Daniel  H.  had  no  other  than 
a  one  fifth  interest  in  it. 

Decree  accordingly. 

W.    W.  Page  and  W.  Lair  Hill,  for  complainants. 
W.  W.  Chapman,  for  defendant  Starr. 
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SMITH  AND  E.  H.  TAFP. 

If  a  deputy  ooUeotor  of  internal  revenue  fails  to  pay  over,  to  his  principal, 
taxes  collected  by  him,  under  the  proviso  in  section  67  of  the  act  of  July 
13,  1866  (4  Stat.  172),  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  has  jurisdic- 
tion of  an  action  by  the  collector  upon  the  bond  of  said  deputy  to  recover 
the  amount  of  such  taxes. 


458  DISTRICT  OF  OMJlGON, 

Medoriliu  Cra-*ford  i).  V.  M.  Johnson  et  al. 

A  collector  of  internal  revenue  is  considered  as  recei-ving  an  "  injury  to  his 
property,"  on  account  of  an  "act  by  him  done, "  within  the  meaning  of 
the  proviso  aforesaid,  when  a  deputy  appointed  by  him  embezzles  the 
taxes  given  him  for  collection. 

This  action  was  commenced  on  May  13j  1868,  and  on  the 
23d  of  the  same  month,  the  defendants  Smith  and  Tapp 
were  duly  served  with  a  summons,  but  the  defendant  John- 
son was  not  found.  On  June  11,  Smith  entered  an  appear- 
ance by  his  attorneys,  and  on  the  13th  of  the  same  month 
filed  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  action  as  to  him,  because  "the 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the  said  defend- 
ant or  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  said  action;"  and  6n  Sep- 
tember 7,  the  plaintiff  filed  a  motion  "for  judgment  for 
want  of  an  answer  or  other  pleading  within  the  time  allowed 
by  law  and  the  rules  of  this  Court."  The  two  motions  were 
ar^ed  together  and  the  former  disallowed,  on  the  ground 
that  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  cannot  be  made  otherwise 
than  by  plea  or  demurrer,  and  the  latter  continued. 

On  September  9,  the  motion  for  judgment  was  allowed  as 
against  Tapp,  and  the  defendant  Smith  had  leave  to  file  a 
demurrer  to  the  complaint,  objecting  that  the  Court  had  not 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  and  that  the 
facts  stated  do  not  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  which  was 
then  argued  and  submitted. 

» 

Deady,  J.  From  the  complaint  it  appears,  that  on  and 
prior  to  November  1,  1866,  and  ever  since,  the  plaintiff 
was  and  has  been  collector  of  internal  revenue  for  the 
district  of  Oregon,  and  that  on  or  about  said  November 
1,  the  plaintiff  appointed  the  defendant  Johnson,  deputy  col- 
lector of  internal  revenue  for  the  sixth  assessment  district 
of  Oregon,  and  that  said  defendant  as  principal,  with 
the  defendants  Tapp  and  Smith  as  sureties,  on  said 
November  1,  executed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  as 
collector  aforesaid;  a  bond  in  the  penal  sum  of  $2,000, 
to  be  void  upon  the  condition  that  said  Johnson  would 
faithfully  perform  the  duties  of  deputy  collector  for  the  dis- 
trict aforesaid,  etc. ;  and  that  the  defendant  Johnson  failed 
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to  account  for  the  sum  of  $1,978.42,  of  taxes  placed  in  his 
hand  for  collection,  but  coUected  the  same  by  virtue  of  his 
said  office,  and  converted  the  amount  to  his  own  use,  "for 
which  sum  the  plaintiff  is  liable  to  account  for  and  pay  to 
the  United  States;"  and  that  said  plaintiff  by  reason  of  such 
failure,  has  been  put  to  121.58  expense,  in  addition,  to  the 
sum  'aforesaid,  for  which  sum  of  $2,000  he  prays  judg- 
ment. 

A  proviso  to  section  67  of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14 
Stat.  172),  provides:  "That  if  any  officer  appointed  under 
and  by  virtue  of  any  act  to  provide  internal  revenue,  or  any 
person  acting  under  or  by  authority  of  any  such  officer, 
shall  receive  any  injury  to  his  person  or  property  for  or  on 
account  of  any  act  by  him  done,  under  any  law  of  the  United 
States,  for  the  collection  of  taxes,  he  shall  be  entitled  to 
maintaia  a  suit  for  damages  therefor,  in  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States,  in  the  district  where  the  party  doing 
the  injury  may  reside  or  shall  be  found." 

Upon  this  proviso,  counsel  for  plaintiff  rests  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  Court. 

On  the  argument,  counsel  for  Smith  practically  abandoned 
the  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  In  this  re- 
spect, the  demurrer  seems  to  have  interposed  upon  the  im- 
pression that  the  plaintiff  relied  upon  a  similar  provision  in 
■  section  2  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1833  (4  Stat.  632),  concern- 
ing "the  collection  of  duties  on  imports,"  to  support  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  and  that  such  provision  only 
applied  to  the  collection  of  external  revenue — duties  on  im- 
ports. 

But  the  proviso  quoted  from  the  act  of  1866,  gives  the 
same  jurisdiction  to  this  Court  in  cases  of  actions  for  injuries 
arising  from  acts  done  under  the  internal  law,  as  under  the 
laws  for  the  collection  of  duties  on  imports. 

The  objection  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  suf- 
ficient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  is,  I  think,  not  well 
taken.  True,  the  complaint  only  states  that  the  plaintiff  is 
liable  to  pay  the  money  converted  by  his  deputy,  to  the 
United  States,  and  under  ordinary  circumstances,  a  mere 
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liahility  to  suffer  from  the  acts  or  omissions  of  another,  does 
not  give  a  right  of  action  against  such  other.  Some  injury 
must  actually  result  from  such  act  or  omission.  A  mere 
liability  to  be  injured  is  not  equivalent  to  an  actual  injury. 

But  in  this  case,  I  think  the  plaintiflf  is  more  than  merely 
liable  to  the  United  States  for  this  money.  The  law  makes 
him  absolutely  responsible  for  the  conduct  of  his  deputies, 
and  also  charges  him  with  the  whole  of  the  taxes  contained 
in  the  lists  delivered  to  him  for  collection.  Prima  facie,  the 
amount  of  the  tax  list  is  a  fixed  and  ascertained  indebted- 
ness, for  the  payment  of  which  he  has  given  bond.  This 
sum  collected  by  Johnson,  he  is  bound  to  pay. 

The  condition  of  the  bond  is  to  keep  the  plaintiff  ^armless 
from  any  liability  on  account  of  any  act  or  omission  of  John- 
son's. In  this  respect  the  complaint  follows  the  terms  of  the 
condition,  and,  so  far  as  the  bond  is  concerned,  is  a  sufficient 
statement  of  a  cause  of  action  in  any  view  of  the  matter. 

But  it  is  doubtful  if  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  of  an  ac- 
tion between  these  parties  for  a  mere  liability  Upon  this  bond, 
because  the  act  of  1866  limits  the  jurisdiction  to  cases  where 
the  officer  or  person  shall  receive  an  injury  to  his  person  or 
property. 

Instead  of  making  the  allegation  of  the  complaint  in  the 
language  of  the  bond,  it  would  have  been  proper  to  have 
averred  the  fact  to  be,  as  it  was  admitted  on  the  argument, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  already  paid  over  the  amount  to  the 
United  States.  If  so,  he  has  received  an  injury  to  his  prop- 
erty to  that  extent — he  has  lost  so  much  of  it  on  account  of 
his  act  in  appointing  Johnson  deputy  collector  of  taxes. 

But  I  think  it  proper,  under  the  circumstances,  to  hold, 
that  as  this  amount  of  taxes  was  charged  to  the  plaintiff  by 
the  government,  the  money  for  the  time  being  is  to  be  .con- 
sidered as  his  own,  and  therefore  taken  or  embezzled  from 
him  by  Johnson,  to  his  injury.  ' 

The  demurrer  is  overruled  and  judgment  must  be  given 
for  the  plaintiff. 

John  H.  MUchell,  for  plaintiff. 

John  H.  Beed,  for  defendant,  Smith. 
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DISTEICT  COUBT,  NOVEMBEE  2,  1868. 
THE  "UNITED  STATES  v.  CYEUS  OLNEY. 

Where  600  parcels  of  land  were  sold  for  the  uniform  price  of  $50  each,  to 
be  disti'ibuted  among  the  purchasers  by  lot,  and  300  of  such  parcels  were 
not  worth  more  than  $50  each,  and  the  other  300  were  worth  from  $100  to 
$5,000  each;  HeJd,  that  the  scheme  was  a  lottery,  and  the  manager  there- 
of a  dealer  in  lottery  tickets,  and  liable  to  pay  a  license  as  such. 

The  term  lottery — definitions  of. 

A  revenue  law  is  to  be  liberally  construed,  so  as  to  attain  the  end  for  which 
it  was  enacted. 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  $100, 
alleged  to  be  due  the  United  States  from  the  defendant, 
as  a  special  tax  for  engaging  in  the  business  of  a  lottery 
dealer.  It  was  commenced  October  17,  1867,  and  tried  by 
the  Court,  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury.  The  facts  of 
the  case  are  stated  in  the  findings  of  the  Court,  as  follows : 

I.  That  the  defendant,  on  March  15,  1867,  at  Astoria,  in 
the  district  aforesaid,  being  the  owner  of  a  large  number  of 
town  lots  in  such  town  of  Astoria,  did  then  and  there  divide 
the  greater  portion  of  the  same  into  six  hundred  parcels,  for 
distribution  by  lot  among  the  persons  who  should  become 
the  purchasers  thereof,  as  hereinafter  stated. 

II.  That  three  hundred  of  such  parcels  consisted  of  one 
lot  each,  of  not  less  than  fifty  dollars  value;  and  the  other 
three  hundred  of  such  parcels,  in  and  by  such  division  and 
the  scheme  hereinafter  stated,  were  denominated  prize  par- 
cels, and  consisted  of  two,  four,  and  six  lots  each,  of  the 
value  of  fifty  dollars  each,  and  single  lots  varying  in  value 
from  one  hundred  to  six  hundred  dollars,  and  one  house  and 
lot  of  the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars;  and  also,  one  cot- 
tage and  three  lots  of  the  value  of  five  thousand  dollars. 

m.  That  afterwards  the  defendant  prepared  a  scheme 
for  the  sale  and  distribution  of  such  parcels  of  lots  and  pre- 
sented the  same  to  the  public  by  advertisements  in  different 
newspapers  in  general  circulation,  and  by  a  descriptive 
pamphlet,  widely  circulated,  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the 
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public  to  purchase  tickets  or  shares,  representing  parcels  in 
such  scheme. 

IV.  That  by  the  scheme  aforesaid,  each  of  the  parcels 
of  property  aforesaid,  were  offered  for  sale  at  an  uniform 
price  of  fifty  dollars;  and  that  on  and  before  May  15,  1867, 
the  defendant  sold  all  the  tickets  or  shares  aforesaid,  at  the 
uniform  price  aforesaid,  and  thereupon  in  pursuance  of  the 
scheme  aforesaid,  the  number  of  the  lot  or  lots  constituting 
each  parcel  was  written  on  separate  ballots  and  sealed  up 
and  placed  in  a  box,  and  the  name  of  each  purchaser  was 
written  on  as  many  separate  ballots  as  he  had  purchased 
tickets  or  shares,  and  sealed  up  and  placed  in  another  box; 
and  thereafter,  on  the  day  last  aforesaid,  under  the  super- 
vision of  a  committee  of  three  persons,  selected  in  pursuance 
of  such  scheme,  a  ballot  was  drawn  from  each  of  the  boxes 
aforesaid,  and  the  name  of  the  purchaser  and  the  description 
of  the  property  thus  drawn  were  recorded  by  a  clerk,  and  then 
another  ballot  was  so  drawn  from  each  of  such  boxes,  and 
recorded  by  the  clerk  as  aforesaid,  until  all  ballots  were 
drawn  from  each  box,  and  recorded  as  aforesaid;  and  there- 
upon the  persons  whose  iiames  were  thus  drawn,  were,  in 
pursuance  of  such  scheme,  declared  to  be  the  purchasers  of 
the  parcel  or  parcels  of  property  so  drawn  by  them,  and 
the  defendant  executed  deeds  to  them,  therefor,  accordingly. 

V.  That  about  one  third  of  the  contracts  for  the  purchase 
and  sale  of  the  tickets  or  shares  in  the  scheme  aforesaid, 
were  in  writing,  in  two  parts,  one  of  which  was  signed  by 
the  defendant,  and  in  these  words : 

"AsTOEiA,  Mayl,  1867. 
"  This  certifies  that  Paul  Corno  has  subscribed  for  twenty 
shares  in  my  scheme  for  the  sale  and  distribution  of  town 
lots  in  Astoria,  Oregon,  and  will  be  entitled  to  a  warranty 
deed  for  the  property,  which  shall  be  drawn  to  him  accord- 
ing to  the  prospectus,  on  payment  of  the  note  given  for  the 
purchase  money. 

(Signed.)  Cykus  Olney." 
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And  the  other  of  which  was  signed  by  the  subscriber,  and 
in  these  words : 

"  $1,000.  Astoria,  May  1,  1867. 

"For  value  received,  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of 

Cyrus  Ohiey,  one  thousand  dollars,  in  gold  coin.    This  note 

is  given  for  twenty  shares  in  the  Astoria  town  lot  distribu- 

^  tion,  and  is  payable  when  the  deed  is  ready  for  delivery, 

according  to  the  prospectus. 

(Signed.)  Paul  Cobno." 

VI.  That  the  defendant  during  the  period  and  between 
the  dates  aforesaid,  or  at  any  time  thereafter,  on  account  of 
the  scheme  and  drawing  aforesaid,  did  not  pay  to  the  United 
States  the  special  tax,  or  any  part  thereof,  by  law  imposed 
upon  lottery  ticket  dealers. 

And,  as  a  conclusion  of  law  from  the  premises,  the  Court 
finds  that  the  defendant  on  and  between  the  dates  afore- 
said, in  selling  the  tickets  or  shares  as  aforesaid,  in  the 
scheme  aforesaid,  was  engaged  in  the  business  of  a  lottery 
>^  ticket  dealer;  and  that  thereby  such  defendant  became  and 
stUl  is  liable  to  pay  to  the  United  States  a  special  tax  of  one 
hundred  dollars. 

Deady,  J.  The  law  imposing  this  tax  is  found  in  subdi-- 
vision  6  of  section  79  of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat. 
116),  which  reads  as  follows : 

"Lottery  ticket  dealers  shall  pay  one  hundred  dollars. 
Every  person,  association,  firm  or  corporation,  which  shall 
make,  sell  or  ofi'er  to  sell  lottery  tickets  or  fractional  parts 
thereof,  or  any  token,  certificate  or  device  representing  or 
.  intending  to  represent  a  lottery  ticket  or  any  fractional  part 
thereof,  or  any  policy  of  numbers  in  any  lottery,  or  shall 
manage  any  lottery,  or  prepare  schemes  of  lotteries  or  super- 
intend the  drawing  of  any  lottery,  shall  be  deemed  a  lottery 
ticket  dealer." 

The  statute  imposes  a*  tax  upon  a  dealer  in  lottery  tickets, 
and  also  declares  who  shall  be  deemed  such  dealer,  but  it 
does  not  define  or  limit  the  signification  of  the  word  lottery. 
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A  person  to  be  liable  as  a  dealer  in  lottery  tickets  must  in 
some  of  the  modes  or  instances  mentioned  in  the  statute,  be 
engaged  in  the  preparation,  conduct  or  management  of  a 
httery—^so  that  the  liability  of  the  defendant  turns  upon  the 
question :  What  is  a  lottery  ?  The  answer  to  this  question 
'must  be  found  in  the  meaning  of  the  word,  as  established 
by  usage  and  authority.  I  assume,  with  the  argument  for 
the  defendant,  that  the  legal  and  popular  meaning  of  term 
coincides,  and  that  it  is  used  in  the  statute  according  to  its 
primary  and  general  acceptation.  Indeed,  I  am  not  aware 
that  the  word  has  any  technical  or  peculiar  signification. 

The  word  "lottery"  is  defined  and  used  as  follows  by  lex- 
icographers and  writers : 

"A  distribution  of  prizes  and  blanks  by  chance;  a  game 
of  hazard  in  which  small  sums  are  ventured  for  the  chance 
of  obtaining  a  larger  value  either  in  money  or  other  articles." 
—  Worcester's  Die. 

"A  distribution  of  prizes  by  lot  or  chance." — Webster's 
Die. 

"A  scheme  for  the  distribution  of  prizes  by  chance." — 
Souvier's  Die.  ■  ■ 

"A  kind  of  game  of  hazard  wherein  several  lots  of  mer- 
chandise are  deposited  in  prizes  for  the  benefit  of  the  for- 
tunate."— Bee's  Cyclopcedia. 

"A  sort  of  gaming  contract,  by  which,  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, one  may  by  favor  of  the  lot,  obtain  a  prize  of  a 
value  superior  to  the  amount  or  value  of  that  which  he 
risks." — American  Cyclopcedia. 

"That  the  chance  of  gain  is  naturally  overvalued,  we  may 
learn  from  the  universal  success  of  lotteries." — Smith's 
Wealth  of  Nations,  B.  1,  C.  10. 

All  these  authorities  agree  that  where  there  is  a  distribu- 
tion of  prizes— something  valuable— by  chance  or  lot,  that 
this  constitutes  a  lottery.  But  the  definition  from  Worcester 
and  the  American  Cyclopcedia  are  the  most  complete.  From 
each  of  these  it  expressly  appears  that  a  valuable  considera- 
tion must  be  given  for  tM  chance  to  draw  the  prize. 
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Tried  by  this  standard  it  is  manifest  that  the  scheme  pre- 
pared and  carried  out  by  the  defendant  for  the  sale  and 
distribution  of  these  town  lots  was  a  lottery.  True,  the 
purchasers  of  tickets  or  shares  were  in  any  event  to  get 
something — at  the  least,  a  lot,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
scheme  estimated  to  be  worth  $50.  But  it  is  not  probable 
that  any  one  woidd  have  purchased  a  ticket,  if  it  was  certain 
that  he  would  have  received  nothing  in  return  but  one  of 
these  so-caUed  fifty  doUar  lots.  If  the  first  three  hundred 
lots  could  have  been  sold  for  fifty  dollars  each  on  account 
of  their  market  value,  certainly  the  defendant  would  not 
have  been  improvident  enough  to  put  the  other  three  hun- 
dred prize  parcels  into  market  at  the  same  price,  while  their 
actual  value  was  from  $100  to  $5,000  each.  This  is  neither 
reasonable  nor  probable. 

The  chance  of  obtaining  $5,000  for  $50  was  the  enticing 
object  which  the  scheme  held  up  to  the  public,  as  an  in- 
ducement to  purchase  the  shares;  and  this  "  chance  of 
gain,"  upon  which  depends  "the  universal  success  of  lot- 
teries," was  to  be  determined  by  lot.  This  scheme  has  all 
the  attributes  and  elements  of  a  lottery.  It  is  a  distribution 
by  lot  of  a  certain  number  of  prizes  among  twice  the  num- 
ber of  persons;  and  that,  too,  of  prizes  very  unequal  in  value. 
The  certificate  of  purchase  issued  by  the  defendant  to  each 
purchaser  is  a  ticket  which  entitled  the  holder  to  the  chance 
of  drawing  a  prize  of  from  two  to  one  hundred  times  the 
value  of  the  price  of  the  ticket.  It  is  evident  the  first  three 
himdred  lots  could  not  have  been  sold  byjany  ordinary  method, 
at  $50  each,  if  at  all.  This  is  also  probably  true  of  many  of 
the  prize  parcels.  Whatever  may  have  been  their  intrinsic 
or  future  value,  the  evident  aim  of  the  scheme  was  to  sell 
them  for  more  than  their  market  value,  and  this  was  to  be 
accomplished  by  an  appeal  to  the  universal  passion  for 
playing  at  games  of  chance.  The  purchase  of ■  a  ticket  and 
the  payment  of  fifty  dollars,  was  made  for  the  chance  of  ob- 
taining one  of  the  prize  parcels,  represented  to  be  worth 
many  times  that  sum. 
This  was  a  lottery  according  to  the  common  acceptation 
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of  the  word.     It  was  a  lottery  within  tho  definitions  in  the 
dictionaries. 

It  matters  not,  even  if  the  purchaser  was  to  receive  the 
full  value  of  his  money  in  any  event.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  money  was  paid  for  the  chance  of  a  prize  also,  and  would 
not  have  been  paid  without  this  inducement.  The  sale  of 
the  ticket  by  the  defendant  gave  the  purchaser  this  chance 
to  obtain  something  m6re  than  he  paid  for.  This  was 
dealing  in  lottery  tickets  within  the  purview  of  the  Eevenue 
Act. 

The  argument  of  the  defendant  assumes  that  the  pur- 
chasers of  the  property  bought  the  six  hundred  parcels  in 
common,  and  after  thus  becoming  the  owners  of  the  same, 
adopted  this  method  of  distributing  or  dividing  them 
among  themselves. 

If  persons  already  owning  family  plate,  pictures  or  other 
property  not  susceptible  of  division,  or  even  equal  division, 
choose  to  distribute  by  an  appeal  to  lot  what  has  thus  come 
to  them  be/ore  they  had  any  scheme  of  so  distributing  it, 
they  are  not  within  the  definition  of  a  lottery,  nor  liable 
to  this  special  tax.  .They  have  not  given  a  valuable  consider- 
ation for  tJie  chance  of  obtaining  something  of  much  greater 
value — a  prize. 

The  argument  of  the  defendant  is  ingenious  and  plausi- 
ble, but  it  is  based  upon  an  incorrect  assumption.  It 
ignores  the  fact — the  mainspring  of  the  whole  transaction — 
that  the  tickets  were  sold  and  purchased  for  the  avowed 
purpose  of  giving  to  each  of  the  purchasers  a  chalice  to  ob- 
tain a  prize  parcel  by  means  of  the  subsequent  allotment. 
The  division  by  lot  was  not  an  afterthought -of  the  pur- 
chasers, but  a  prominent  part  of  the  original  scheme  of  sale 
and  distribution  as  prepared  by  defendant. 

No  purchaser  bought  any  particular  lot  or  parcel,  or  any 
undivided  interest  {in  the  whole  property.  Each  purchaser 
bought  the  right  to  have,  by  allotment,  one  of  the  three 
hundred  lots,  estimated  to  be  worth  $50  each,  and  the 
chance  of  obtaining  instead  of  such  lot,  one  of  three  hun- 
dred prize  parcels,    represented  to  be  worth  from  |10  to 
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15,000.  The  chance  of  obtaining  one  of  these  prizes — and 
even  the  most  valuable  one — rather  than  the  $50  lot,  in- 
duced the  purchaser  to  buy  and  enabled  the  defendant  to 
sell  the  certificate  of  purchase.  Indeed,  the  sale  of  the 
first  three  hundred  lots,  in  three  hundred  parcels,  for  fifty 
dollars  each,  upon  the  condition  that  they  should  be  dis- 
tributed among  the  purchasers  by  lot,  would  itself  be  a 
lottery,  unless  the  lots  were  in  fact  of  equal  value— which  is 
very  improbable. 

The  case  is  in  almost  every  respect  the  counterpart  of  the 
celebrated  American  Art  Union,  decided  in  1852.  The 
scheme  of  the  Art  Union  was,  that  by  paying  $5  any  person 
could  become  a  subscriber  and  entitled  to  an  engraving  and 
certain  numbers  of  the  Bulletin,  containing  the  proceedings 
of  the  society,  and  the  chance  of  obtaining  one  of  a  number 
of  valuable  paintings,  which  in  December  of  each  year  were 
to  be  distributed  by  lot  among  the  members.  The  drawing 
was  to  be  conducted  precisely  as  in  this  case — by  placing 
the  name  of  the  subscriber  in  one  box  and  the  number  of 
the  [painting  in  another.  A  number  being  drawn  from  the 
latter  box,  a  name  was  drawn  from  the  former  one,  and  the 
person  whose  name  was  thus  drawn,  was  to  be  the  owner  of 
the  prize  represented  by  that  number. 

The  Supreme  Court  decided  that  this  was  a  lottery. 
(27ie  People  v.  The  American  Art  Union,  13  Barb.  577.)  The 
case  was  then  taken  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  argued  on 
behalf  of  the  Art  Union  with  great  ability.  The  Court  of 
Appeals  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court,  that 
the  scheme  was  a  lottery.  {2he  Governors,  etc.  v.  The  Ameri- 
can Art  Union,  7  New  York,  228.)  The  proceeding  in  the 
New  York  Courts  was  to  enforce  the  forfeiture  of  the  prop- 
erty proposed  to  be  distributed  by  this  scheme,  and  the  case 
turned  upon  the  construction  or  interpretation  of  the  word 
"lottery"  in  the  prohibition  contained  in  the  Constitution 
of  the  S^ate — "No  lottery  shall  hereafter  be  authorized  in 
this  State." 

This  action  is  simply  to  enforce  the  collection  of  a  tax  ini- 
posed  by  the  United  States  upon  all  lotteries.     A  revenue 
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law  is  not  to  be  strictly  construed,  but  rather  the  contrary, 
so  as  to  attain  the  ends  for  which  it  was  enacted.  With  the 
policy  or  impolicy  of  allowing  lotteries  the  Revenue  Act 
does  not  interfere.  It  simply  provides  for  taxing  them, 
whenever  and  wherever  they  in  fact  take  place.  They  are 
specially  and  heavily  taxed,  not  for  the  purpose  of  encourag- 
ing or  prohibiting  them,  but  upon  the  same  ground  that 
many  other  special  tkxes  are  laid;  because,  as  a  rule,  it  is 
well  known  that  their  owners  and  managers  receive  from 
the  public  large  gains,  without  giving  any  equivalent  there- 
for. 

Keeping  this  end  in  view,  it  is  apparent  that  the  Eevenue 
Act  ought  to  be  so  construed,  as  to  include  every  case  of 
the  distribution  of  property  or  money,  which  contains  the 
essential  elements  of  a  lottery— the  payment  of  a  valuable 
consideration  for  a  chance  of  obtaining  by  lot,  something  more 
valuable  in  return. 

It  is  true,  the  defendant  may  have  engaged  in  this  scheme 
without  any  thoughts  of  becoming  a  dealer  in  what  the  law 
deems  lottery  tickets.  Indeed,  other  motives  than  the  hope 
of  actual  gain  may  have  induced  him  to  make  the  sale  and 
distribution  that  he  did.  In  the  prospectus  of  the  scheme, 
published  by  him,  he  asks  the  question: 

"Why  is  this  property  put  into  a  raffle  at  prices  which 
average  less  than  half  the  selling  rates  ?  "  and  answers  it  as 
follows : 

"  Only  because  the  sale  to  citizens,  for  actual  improve- 
ment, at  full  prices,  at  the  rate  of  three  to  five  thousand 
dollars  a  year,  on  time,  as  heretofore,  is  no  longer  adapted 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  proprietor,  who  has  become  an 
invalid,  and  must  hasten  to  complete  the  improvements  and 
enterpise  which  he  has  in  hand." 

But  even  upon  this  mild  view  of  the  scheme,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taxation,  it  must  be  considered,  or  rather  is,  a  lot- 
tery. By  it  many  persons  are  induced  to  buy  property, 
which  has  no  -present  marlcet  value,  and  which  they  otherwise 
would  not  purchase  at  any  price,  because  there  is  set  before 
them  the  cliance  of  dbtainiyig  by  lot  a  certain  prize  or  piece  of 
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property  of  much  greater  value  than  the  consideration  ad- 
vanced. 

Judgment  must  be  given  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  sued 
for,  and  the  costs  and  disbursments  of  the  action. 


Addison  C.  Gibbs,  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendant  in  pro.  per. 


CIECUIT  COUKT,  NOVEMBER  6,  1868. 

D.  J.  COEEEY  AND  CUNNINGHAM  HAIZLETTE  v.  B.  H. 
LAKE  AND  J.  E.  LAKE. 

CUNNINGHAM  HAIZLETTE  v.   J.  E.  LAKE. 

An  attachment  will  lie  against  the  goods  of  a  debtor  who  is  about  to  dispose 
of  them  with  intent  to  delay  or  defraud  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  without 
reference  to  the  defendant's  conduct  or  purpose  as  to  his  other  creditors. 

Proof  of  a  general  intent  by  the  defendant  to  dispose  of  his  property  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  a  particular  creditor  from  collecting  his  demand,  by 
legal  proceedings,  is  sufficient  proof  that  the  defendant  is  about  to  do  so, 
whenever  such  creditor  brings  an  action  to  recover  his  debt. 

Effect  of  re-delivery  of  property,  taken  on  attachment,  under  sections  152 
and  157  of  the  Civil  Code  (Or.  Code,  178-9),  to  the  defendant. 

The  first  entitled  action  was  brought  upon  a  judgment 
given  against  the  defendants  by  confession  of  attorney,  in 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Hancock  county,  Ohio,  on 
November  15,  1867,  for  11,052.08,  with  interest  and  costs. 
The  second  one  was' brought  upon  the  promissory  note  of 
the  defendant,  J.  E.  Lake,  made  and  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff  therein,  on  June  22,  1859,  in  the  State  of  Minne- 
sota, for  the  sum  of  $777.57,  with  interest  at  ten  per  centum 
per  annum. 

Upon  October  8,  1868,  an  attachment  was  issued  in  each 
action,  upon  which  the  property  of  the  defendant,  J.  E. 
Lake,  was  attached  to  answer  the  demands  of  the  plaintiff 
therein.  Thereafter  the  rdarshal  delivered  the  property  at- 
tached to  the  defendant  upon  his  undertaking  to  re-deliver 
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tlie  same  or  pay  the  value  thereof,  in  case  the  plaintiff  re- 
covered judgment. 

On  October  17,  J.  B.  Lake  filed  motions  to  dissolve  the 
attachments  on  the  ground : 

I.  That  they  were  allowed  without  sufficient  cause;  and, 

II.  That  the  undertakings  for  the  writs  were  not  given  in 
sufficient  amounts. 

The  motions  to  dissolve  were  heard  and  submitted  to- 
gether, on  November  3,  and  reserved  for  consideration. 

Deady,  J.  The  affidavit  for  the  writ  of  attachment  in 
each  of  these  actions  was  made  by  Thomas  Fitch,  the  agent 
of  the  plaintiffs,  who  are  residents  of  the  State  of  Ohio. 
The  affidavit  states  that  E.  J.  Lake  "is  about  to  remove  his 
property  from  the  State  of  Oregon,  or  assign  or  dispose  of 
it,  with  intent  to  delay  or  defraud  his  creditors." 

On  the  argument,  the  objection  that  the  undertakings  for 
the  writs  were  not  given  in  sufficient  amounts  was  aband- 
oned. 

In  support  of  the  objection  that  the  attachments  were 
allowed  without  sufficient  cause,  counsel  read  the  affidavit 
of  defendant,  J.  E.  Lake,  and  of  sundry  other  persons,  who 
appear  to  be  more  or  less  acquainted  with  the  business  and 
resources  of  such  defendant,  in  Portland.  In  reply,  coun- 
sel for  the  plaintiffs  read  the  affidavits  of  Fitch  and  one 
Williams. 

The  affidavits  of  the  plaintiffs  tended  to  prove  that  J.  E. 
Lake,  had,  in  1866,  assigned  his  property  to  his  Portland 
creditors,  primarily,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  col- 
lection of  these  claims,  and  that  if  sued  upon  them,  he  would 
again  make  some  disposition  of  his  property  to  prevent  the 
plaintiffs  from  making  anything  on  execution,  if  they  ob- 
tained judgments  against  him. 

The  affidavits  of  the  defendant  tended  to  prove  that  J.  E. 
Lake,  in  partnership  with  one  Eobinson,  his  brother-in-law, 
had,  since  1864,  been  doing  quite  an  extensive  business  in 
stoves  and  tin-ware,  at  Portland;  and,  that  since  1867  he 
had  been  engaged  with  one  Goddard,  dealing  ia  horses;  and 
that  these  two  firms,  of  which  Lake  is  a  member,  are  in 
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apparently  a  prosperous  condition,  and  have,  in  certain  in- 
stances within  the  knowledge  of  affiants,  and  generally  so 
far  as  they  know,  done  business  in  Portland  in  an  honest 
and  business-like  manner. 

The  affidavit  upon  which  the  attachments  were  issued, 
establishes  a  prima  facie  case,  which  is  not  overcome  by  the 
affidavits  read  by  the  defendant.  A  defendant  may  be  in 
prosperous  circumstances,  and  have  dealt  fairly  by  his 
creditors  in  Portland,  and  yet  he  may  intend  to  dispose  of 
his  property,  so  as  to  prevent  non-resident  creditors — these 
plaintiffs  for  instance — from  collecting  their  ^ebts. 

If  a  defendant  intends,  or  it  appears  probable  that  he  in- 
tends to  dispose  of  his  property,  for  the  purpose  of  delaying 
or  defrauding  the  particular  creditor  who-  is  plaintiff  in  the 
action,  that  is  a  good  cause  for  an  attachment  by  the  latter. 
A  creditor  is  delayed  or  defrauded  when  his  debtor  hinders 
or  prevents  him  from  taking  his  property  on  execution  to 
satisfy  his  debt;  and  an  intention  or  purpose  to  so  delay  or 
defraud  a  creditor  is  equally  a  cause  for  attachment.  (Or. 
Code,  175.) 

So  far  as  appears  from  the  proofs  submitted,  the  defend- 
ant J.  E.  Lake,  however  honest  in  his  conduct  or  intentions 
as  to  his  other  creditors,  did  intend  to  so  dispose  of  his 
property  if  he  could,  as  to  prevent  the  collection  of  these 
demands;  and  this  purpose  he  has  deliberately  entertained 
for  years  past. 

Counsel  for  the  motion  make  the  point,  that  proof  of  a 
general  intent  on  the  part  of  the  debtor  to  prevent  the  col- 
lection of  these  debts,  is  not  sufficient  to  support  the  state- 
ment in  the  affidavit  upon  which  the  attachments  issued — 
that  the  defendant  is  now  about  to  dispose  of  his  property 
with  intent,  etc.  But  this  is  a  distinction  without  a  differ- 
ence. That  which  a  person  intends  to  do  generally,  it  may 
be  properly  said  he  is  about  to  do,  ready  to  do,  whenever 
the  particular  occasion  for  so  doing,  occurs.  The  bringing 
of  these  actions  was  such  an  occasion  in  these  cases.  If  a 
plaintiff,  under  such  circumstances,  must  wait  for, an  attach- 
ment until  the  defendant  is  apprised  of  the  commencement 
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of  the  action,  and  begins  to  carry  out  his  general  intent,  by 
disposing  of  bis  property,  he  may  as  well  not  have  it  at  all. 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  objects  to  this  motion,  that  the  de- 
fendant having  received  the  property  attached  from  the 
marshal  under  section  152  of  the  Civil  Code  (Or.  Code,  178), 
he  cannot  now  move  to  discharge  the  attachment,  as  such 
receipt  and  the  undertaking  therefor  to  the  marshal,  were 
in  legal  effect  an  affirmance  and  discharge  thereof. 

But  this  view  of  the  matter  is  not  tenable.  The  delivery 
under  section  152  is  optional  with  the  marshal,  and  cannot 
be  compelled  by  the  defendant.  When  it  takes  place,  prac- 
tically, the  defendant  becomes  the  bailee  of  the  marshal, 
who,  in  contemplation  of  law,  still  holds  the  property  under 
the  writ  of  attachment.  (Duncan  v.  Thomas  et  al.,  1  Or. 
314.)  The  transaction  takes  place  between  the  officer  and 
the  defendant,  and  is  permitted  for  their  mutual  con- 
venience. By  it  the  attachment  is  not  effected,  nor  does 
the  defendant  admit  or  affirm  its  legality. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  re-delivery  to  the  defendant  which 
takes  place  under  section  167  of  the  Civil  Code  (Or.  Code, 
179),  in  pursuance  of  a  judicial  order  on  the  application  of 
the  defendant,  does  supersede  the  attachment  and  discharge 
it.  After  obtaining  a  delivery  under  this  section,  the  de- 
fendant cannot  go  back  and  question  the  legality  of  the  at- 
tachment for  any  cause. 

The  motions  to  dissolve  the  attachments,  are  denied  at 
the  costs  of  the  defendant. 

Walter  W.  Thayer,  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  H.  Beed,  for  defendant,  J.  B.  Lake. 
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A  justifiable  discharge  of  a  seaman  by  the  master,  for  bad  ecmduct,  will  work 
a  forfeiture  of  the  wages  previously  earned. 

Courts  of  admiralty  will  not  forfeit  a  seaman's  wages  for  a  single  act  of  dis- 
obedience, however  trivial  or  provoked. 

A  stipulation  in  shipping  articles  in  derogation  of  the  general  rights  of  sea- 
men, as  established  by  the  maritime  law,  is  void,  unless  it  was  fully  and 
fairly  explained  to  them,  and  additional  compensation  allowed  them,  ade- 
quate to  the  restrictions  and  risks  imposed  thereby. 

Deadt,  J.  This  is  a  suit  in  rem  for  seaman's  ■wages. 
The  defence  set  up  in  the  answer  is  desertion  and  disobedi- 
ence of  orders,  whereby  the  libellants  forfeited  their  wages. 

The  material  facts  are  as  follows :  The  libellants,  George 
Mills,  Albert  Miller,  Frank  Stizleye,  Nels.  Nelson,  William 
Nelson,  Henry  Nelson,  Howell  Lewis  and  John  Lewis,  be- 
tween the  fourteenth  and  twentieth  of  August,  1868,  shipped 
as  seamen  on  the  Almatia,  then  lying  at  the  port  of  San 
Francisco,  for  a  voyage  to  the  port  of  Portland-on-Wallamet, 
and  thence  back  to  the  port  of  departure.  The  bark  sailed 
from  San  Francisco  on  September  1,  and  made  the  dock  at 
Portland  on  the  thirtieth  of  the  same  month.  Upon  reaching 
the  latter  port,  the  first  mate  was  immediately  paid  off  and 
discharged,  but  for  what  reason  does  not  appear.  The 
second  mate  then  acted  as  first  officer,  and  proceeded  with 
the  discharge  of  cargo.  The  libellants  were  the  only  sea- 
men on  board.  On  Sunday  morning,  October  4,  the  second 
mate  called  the  men  out  about  six  o'clock,  and  set  them  to 
doing  the  ordinary  work  about  ship.  They  washed  down 
the  decks,  and  furled  four  sails  which  had  been  loose  since 
the  Tuesday  previous.  The  weather  was  calm  and  dry. 
When  this  work  was  done,  the  second  mate  ordered  the 
libellants  to  loose  and  unfurl  the  foresail.  This  sail  had 
been  furled  the  Tuesday  previous  by  the  order  and  under 
the  direction  of  the  first  mate.  It  was  then  half -past  eight 
o'clock,  and  the  custom  was  to  have  breakfast  on  Sunday 
morning  at  eight.     There  was  no  necessity  of  unfurling  the 
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sail  at  tliat  time.  To  this  order  the  men  replied  that  it 
was  after  eight  o'clock  and  they  wanted  their  breakfasts. 
The  officer  immediately  reported  this  answer  to  the  master, 
who  had  the  men  called  aft.  On  coming  aft,  the  master 
asked  the  men  what  was  the  matter  ?  They  answered  that 
they  wanted  tkeir  breakfasts.  To  this  the  master  replied— 
Ton  want  your  breakfasts,  do  you  ?  The  master  then  asked 
if  they  would  furl  the  sail;  they  replied  that  it  was  after  eight 
o'clock,  and  they  wanted  their  breakfasts.  The  master  then 
said — You  refuse  duty  then;  mind,  you  got  nothing  coming  to 
you.  The  men  replied — "We  don't  refuse  to  do  our  duty, 
but  we  want  our  breakfasts.  The  master  then  ordered  the 
second  officer  to  go  ashore  and  get  men  to  furl  the  sail. 
The  officer  did  so,  but  none  were  obtained,  and  the  sail  was 
not  refurled  until  the  following  Monday  evening.  No  more 
notice  was  taken  of  the  men. 

By  the  direction  of  the  master,  the  cook  allowed  them 
breakfast,  dinner  and  supper  on  Sunday.  The  men  slept 
on  board,  -but  were  not  called  to  turn  out  on  Monday  morn- 
ing. About  half-past  seven,  they  applied  to  the  cook  for 
breakfast,  but  he  refused  them,  as  the  master  had  given  him 
orders  not  to  let  them  have  ht^.  About  this  time  a  gang  of 
longshoremen  came  on  board  and  commenced  to  discharge 
cargo.  The  libellants  then  went  to  the  master  on  the  wharf, 
and  asked  him  what  he  was  going  to  do  with  them.  The 
master  said  he  didn't  know  them;  that  they  took  charge 
yesterday  morning,  and  he  would  have  nothing  more  to  do 
with  them.  The  men  said  they  had  not  "taken  charge" 
The  master  replied — Tou  refused  to  work.  Then  the  men 
asked  if  they  could  go  ashore.  The  master  answered — I 
don't  tell  you  to  go  ashore.  The  men  then  asked  him  if  he 
would  pay  them.  The  master  at  first  said  he  might,  if 
anything  was  coming  to  them  ;  and  then  said  no,  get  it  out 
of  the  ship,  if  you  can. 

Thereupon  the  libellants  left  the  bark,  and  brought  this 
suit  for'  wages. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  defence  of  desertion  must 
fail.      The  libellants  remained  on  board    the  vessel  for 
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twenty-four  hours  after  tlieir  qualified  refusal  to  furL  the 
foresail,  ready  and  willing,  so  far  as  appears,  to  do  duty 
whenever  called  upon.  During  all  this  time  no  attention 
was  paid  to  them,  or  orders  given  them  by  the  officers;  and 
finally,  by  direction  of  the  master,  they  were  denied  their 
usual  food.  On  Monday  morning,  when  the  libellants 
finally  applied  directly  to  the  master  for  orders,  he  said  that 
he  did  not  know  them,  and  in  effect  that  he  was  done  with 
them.  This  was  a  discharge  by  the  officers,  and  not  a  de- 
sertion by  the  crew.  Desertion  by  the  maritime  law  is  a 
quitting  the  ship  and  her  service  without  leave,  and  against 
the  duty  of  the  party,  with  no  mind  to  return  again.  {Cloiitmdn 
V.  TUnison,  1  Sumner,  375.)  These  libellants  left  the 
vessel  with  no  mind  to  return,  but  not  until  they  were  in 
efi^ect  bidden  to  do  so,  by  the  language  and  conduct  of  the 
master  and  mate. 

It  being  ascertained  that  the  libellants  did  not  desert  the 
vessel,  but  were  discharged  therefrom  at  an  intermediate 
port,  it  remains  to  be  considered  whether  the  discharge  was 
justifiable  or  not.  A  justifiable  discharge  of  a  seaman  by 
the  master,  for  bad  conduct,  will  work  a  forfeiture  of  the 
wages  previously  earned.  This  is  a  rule  of  justice  and 
policy  which  pervades  the  maritime  law.  (3  Kent's  Com. 
198.) 

But  it  is  not  every  trivial  act  of  disobedience  or  neglect  of 
duty  that  will  justify  the  discharge  of  a  seaman,  or  work  a 
forfeiture  of  his  wages.  In  the  case  of  The  Mentor  (4  Mason, 
84),  Mr.  Justice  Story  discusses  this  question  at  great 
length.     At  page  90  he  says': 

"There  must  be  a  case  of  high  and  aggravated  neglect  or 
disobedience,  importing  the  most  serious  mischief,  peril  or 
wrong;  a  case  calling  for  exemplary  punishment  and  admit- 
ting of  no  reasonable  mitigation;  a  case  involving  a  very 
gross  breach  of  the  stipulated  contract  for  hire,  and  going 
in  its  character  and  consequences  to  the  very  essence  of  its 
provisions."    And  again,  on  page  91,  he  says: 

"I  should  be  very  sorry,  indeed,  to  lay  it  down  as  a  gen- 
eral proposition,  that  any  act  of  disobedience  by  a  seaman, 
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however  slight,  is,  of  course,  to  be  visited  with  a  forfeiture 
of  wages,  or  will  justify  a  master  in  dismissing  him  in  the 
course  of  the  voyage.  Such  a  principle,  it  seems  to  me, 
would  be  very  disastrous  to  the  commercial  interests  of  the 
country,  and  would  involve  so  many  difficulties  in  the  appli- 
cation, that  the  denial  of  wages  would  soon,  from  the  neces- 
sities of  th^  case,  with  reference  to  the  ordinary  habits  of 
seamen,  introduce  an  essentially  different  contract  into  mar- 
itime employment.  My  opinion  is,  that  the  disobedience 
must  either  be  an  act  of  very  gross  nature,  involving  serious 
danger,  a  mischief  or  malignancy;  or  it  must  be  habitual 
and  produce  such  a  general  diminution  of  duty  as  goes  to 
the  very  essence  of  the  contract."  To  the  same  effect  is  3 
Kent's  Com.  (supra.)  The  case  of  The  Mentor  (supra),  in- 
volved the  consideration  of  the  consequences  of  an  attempt 
to  create  a  revolt  on  ship  board.  The  learned  judge,  in  the 
course  of  his  opinion,  declared  that  even  the  commission  of 
such  an  offence  is  not  "in  all  cases,  to  be  visited  with  a 
total  forfeiture  of  wages;  "  and  by  way  of  illustration  adds 
(page  93) : 

"Cases  may  easily  be  conceived,  where  the  seamen  have, 
in  a  legal  sense,  committed  the  offence,  and  yet  under  such 
circumstances  of  gross  provocation  and  misconduct  on  the 
part  of  the  master,  as  to  form  a  very  strong  excuse,  address- 
ing itself  to  the  conscience  and  mercy  of  the  Court." 

Taking  these  rules  and  principles  as  a  guide  for  the  de- 
cision of  this  case,  it  is  plain  that  the  discharge  of  the  libel- 
lants  was  not  justifiable,  and  that  they  ought  to  forfeit  their 
wages  for  the  single  act  of  the  qualified  refusal  to  refurl  the 
foresail  on  Sunday  morning. 

The  first  mate  had  been  discharged  and  the  second  mate 
had  taken  his  place.  It  is  quite  probable  that  the  libellants, 
in  feeling  at  least,  in  this  matter,  took  part  for  the  first  mate 
and  against  the  second  one.  It  is  equally  probable  and 
even  more  so,  that  the  second  mate  regarded  the  crew  with 
disfavor  and  intended  to  hector  them  out  of  the  vessel  and 
get  rid  of  them.  There  was  no  trouble  on  board  with  the 
libellants,  until  he  became  first  officer. 
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The  libellants  have  been  before  the  Court  and  four  of 
them  were  examined  as  witnesses.  They  appeared  very  well 
for  men  in  their  station  of  life,  and  those  of  them  who  were 
upon  the  witness  stand  gave  their  testimony  intelligently 
and  candidly.  One  of  them  had  been  on  the  ship  for  three 
years  continuously. 

The  testimony  for  the  claimants,  consists  of  the  deposi- 
tions of  the  master  and  second  mate,  and  a  third  person  who 
appears  to  have  been  idling  on  the  dock  at  the  time  of  the 
altercation  between  the  men  and  the  officers  on  Sunday 
morning,  and  overheard  and  saw  a  part  of  what  was  then 
said  and  done.  The  cook  was  the  only  person  on  board  who 
was  not  an  actor  in  the  scene  of  Sunday  morning.  His 
testimony  has  not  been  offered.  No  reason  is  given  by  the 
claimants  for  not  producing  him  or  his  deposition.  For 
aught  that  appears  he  is  still  on  board  the  bark  and  within 
their  control.  The  circumstance  must  have  some  weight 
against  the  claimants  upon  the  questions  of  fact  in  dispute 
between  them  and  the  libellants. 

The  mate  testifies  that  it  was  necessary  to  the  safety  of  the 
vessel  to  refurl  the  foresail  on  that  Sunday  morning.  The 
sail  had  been  furled  under  the  direction  of  the  first  mate 
and  had  been  in  that  condition  since  the  previous  Tuesday, 
and  so  remained  until  the  evening  of  the  following  Monday. 
The  vessel  was  fast  alongside  the  dock,  one  hundred  and 
twenty  miles  from  sea,  and  the  weather  was  and  had  been 
calm  and  dry.  This  statement  of  the  mate's  is  incredible 
and  it  cannot  be  supposed  but  that  he  knew  better.  Its 
falsity  is  evident  to  any  one,  and  is  shown  by  the  testimony 
of  the  libellants  and  that  of  the  ship-masters.  Smith  and 
Freeman.  These  circumstances  are  enough  to  throw  dis- 
credit upon  the  testimony  of  the  mate. 

The  force  of  the  master's  testimony  is  impaired  by  the 
fact  that  he  was  intoxicated  on  Sunday  morning,  when  the 
affair  took  place,  which  was  made  the  occasion  for.discharg- 
ing  the  libellants,  without  paying  their  wages.  It  is  alto- 
gether probable  that  the  mate  took  advantage  of  his  condi- 
tion to  bring  about  a  dispute  between  the  crew  and  him. 
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So  soon  as  the  men  said  they  wanted  their  breakfasts,  when 
ordered  to  refurl  the  foresail,  the  mate  immediately,  with- 
out a  word  of  explanation,  hurried  off  to  the  master  with  a 
complaint  of  disobedience  of  orders,  and  the  result  was  that 
the  men  were  called  aft  and  practically  discharged. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  do  not  think  the  libellants  are  wholly 
without  fault.  Although  the  refurling  of  the  sail  was  not 
necessary  to  the  safety  of  the  vessel,  it  was  proper  and  right 
that  it  should  be  refurled,  if  the  officer  in  charge  thought 
so.  He  had  a  right  to  have  the  sails  furled  to  please  his 
eye,  and  in  accordance  with  his  notions  of  what  was  pro- 
fessional and  seamanlike.  Some  one  must  give  the  law 
upon  these  matters,  and  the  general  rule  is,  that  the  seaman 
must  obey  what  his  superiors  command.  Of  course  there 
is  a  limit,  beyond  which  a  seaman  need  not  endure  the 
caprices  and  persecutions  of  his  officers,  but  may  leave  the 
ship  and  demand  his  wages. 

But  this  order  was  not  an  extreme  one.  Fifiteen  minutes 
at  the  farthest  would  have  sufficed  to  refurl  the  sail;  and 
although  the  libellants  may  have  felt  (as  was  probably 
the  fact),  that  the  order  was  given  to  punish  and  annoy 
them  more  than  anything  else,  yet  they  should  have  obeyed 
it  after  the  master  required  them  to  do  it,  before  breakfast. 
It  also  appears  probable  that  the  crew  on  Sunday  morning 
were  disinclined  to  work  under  the  mate,  and  held  back  in 
the  discharge  of  the  morning's  work,  so  that  they  furnished 
some  excuse  if  not  provocation  for  keeping  them  at  work 
after  the  usual  hour  without  their  breakfasts. 

In  any  event  the  order  was  not  so  unreasonable  or  op- 
pressive as  to  justify  the  libellants  in  refusing  to  obey  it, 
either  absolutely  or  unqualifiedly.  Nor  was  their  qualified 
"refusal,  under  all  the  circumstances,  sufficient  to  justify 
their  discharge,  or  work  a  forfeiture  of  their  wages;  par- 
ticularly as  they  remained  ready  to  go  to  work,  until  the 
master  discharged  them  the  next  morning. 

I  shall  deduct  one  month's  wages  from  the  compensation 
due  each  of  the  libellants  for  his  misconduct  in  this  par- 
ticular. 
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Counsel  for  the  claimants  also  insist  tliat  the  wages  of  the 
libellants  are  forfeited  by  virtue  of  a  clause  in  the  shipping 
articles  which  reads — "  That  if  any  of  the  said  crew  disobey 
the  orders  of  master  or  other  officer  of  the  said  vessel,  or 
absent  himself  at  any  time  without  liberty,  his  wages  due 
at  the  time  of  said  disobedience  or  absence  shall  be  for- 
feited; and  in  case  such  person  or  persons  so  forfeiting 
wages  shall  be  reinstated  and  permitted  to  do  furthet  duty, 
it  shall  not  do  away  such  forfeiture." 

This  stipulation  or  clause  is  in  derogation  of  the  general 
rights  of  seamen  as  established  by  the  maritime  law,  which 
does  not  allow  a  single  act  of  disobedience,  however  trivial 
or  provoked  to  work  a  total  forfeiture  of  a  seaman's  wages. 
Such  stipulations  are  held  void  by  Courts  of  Admiralty 
"  unless  two  things  concur:  first,  that  the  nature  and  opera- 
tion of  the  clause  is  fully  and  fairly  explained  to  the  sea- 
man; and  secondly,  that  an  additional  compensation  is 
allowed  entirely  adequate  to  the  new  restrictions  and  risks 
imposed  upon  them  thereby."  (Brmvn  et  al.  v.  LuU,-2  Sum. 
449.)  The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  Claimants  to  show 
both  these  things.  No  attempt  has  been  made  to  prove 
either  of  them.  Tried  by  this  test,  this  stipulation  is  void. 
"  Courts  of*  Admiralty  are  accustomed  to  consider  seamen 
as  peculiarly  entitled  to  their  protection;"  and  it  is  against 
the  operation  of  such  unjusit  and  one-sided  stipulations  as 
this,  obscurely  placed-  among  the  many  long  lines  of  a 
closely  printed  formula  at  the  head  of  the  articles,  that 
this  protection  is  most  required  and  given. 

It  only  remains  to  consider  the  compensation  which  the 
libellants  are  entitled  to  receive. 

The  general  rule,  when  a  seaman  is  wrongfully  discharged 
during  a  voyage,  is  to  allow  him  wages  up  to  the  termination 
of  the  voyage.  But  to  this  there  are  exceptions.  In  some 
instances  the  compensation  given  by  this  rule  would  be  too 
great  and  m  others  too  small.  The  damages  in  all  cases 
should  be  equal  to  the  real  loss  or  injury  of  the  party. 
(Emersony.  Hoivldnd et  al.,  1  Mason,  52.) 

The  wages  agreed  upon  were  135  per  month  for  the  round 
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voyage.  From  the  evidence  it  cannot  be  certainly  known 
what  time  it  will  take  to  complete  the  voyage.  On  the  ar- 
gument it  was  admitted  that  the  vessel  was  still  in  this  port. 
The  run  from  San  Francisco  here  occupied  just  one  month. 
The  vessel  has  been  in  this  port  another  month  discharging 
and  taking  on  cargo,  and  how  much  longer  she  may  remain  is 
not  known.  From  what  is  known,  it  may  be  safely  assumed 
that  tfie  return  to  San  Francisco  will  occupy  another  month. 

The  libellants  shipped  on  the  14,  17  and  20  of  August. 
This  would  make  the  duration  of  the  voyage  about  three  and 
a  half  months.  If  the  discharge  was  wholly  wrongful  and 
without  fault  on  the  part  of  the  libeUants,  the  latter  would 
be  entitled  to  recover  the  stipulated  rate  of  wages  for  this 
time,  and  also  the  sum  of  twenty  dollars  each,  the  price  of 
passage  from  here  to  the  port  of  shipment.  From  this  must 
be  deducted  as  to  each  of  them  the  sum  of  one  month's 
wages  for  misconduct,  and  also  the  advanced  wages  received 
by  two  of  them.  The  articles  do  not  specify  what  kind  of 
money  the  wages  were  to  be  paid  in.  The  usage  is  to  pay 
in  coin,  and  the  money  advanced  to  Nelson  and  Mills,  was 
coin.  In  all  probability  it  was  the  mutual  understanding 
that  the  wages  should  be  paid  in  coin.  But  the  contract  is 
for  so  much  money,  and  it  may  be  satisfied  by  the  payment 
of  any  lawful  money  of  the  United  States.  Under  these 
circumstances  the  Court  cannot  decree  that  the  wages  shall 
be  paid  in  coin,  or  that  a  greater  sum  per  month  than  that 
agreed  upon  shaU  be  paid  in  currency.  However,  the  wages 
have  been  allowed  for  the  round  voyage.  It  is  probable 
that  the  libellants  might  have  returned  to  San  Francisco,  in 
a  month  less  time,  if  they  had  availed  themselves  of  the  op- 
portunities that  offered,  immediately  upon  their  discharge. 
Supposing  that  this  decree  would  be  paid  in  currency,  I 
have  upon  this  point,  in  the  absence  of  testimony,  presumed 
in  favor  of  the  libellants,  and  given  them  wages  for  three 
and  a  half  instead  of  two  and  a  half  months. 

Decree  for  the  libellants  accordingly. 

0.  P.  Mason,  for  the  libellants. 

W.  W.  Page  and  W.  W.  Thayer,  for  claimants. 
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CIRCUIT  COTJET,  DECEMBER  12,  1868. 

HENRY  COTJLSON  AND  THERESA  E.,  HIS  WIFE,  v. 
THE  CITY  OF  PORTLAND,  HAMILTON  BOYD,  WIL- 
LIAM S.  CALDWELL  AND  C.  P.  FERRY. 

The  jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of  equity  to  remove  a  oloud  upon  title  to  real  prop- 
erty, is  confined  to  instances  where  the  instrument  or  proceeding  com- 
plained of  appears  to  be  valid  on  its  face,  but  is  in  fact  void  or  invalid,  for 
gome  reason  or  matter,  which  can  only  be  shown  by  extrinsic  evidence; 
but,  semble,  that  such  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  prevent  a  oloud  being  cast 
upon  title  to  real  property,  without  reference  to  the  fact  whether  such  in- 
strument or  proceeding  appears  to  be  valid  on  its  face  or  not. 

A  Court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  a  municipal  corporation  from 
committing  a  breach  of  trust  concerning  property  or  franchises  held  by  it 
for  the  inhabitants  thereof,  but  an  ordinance  providing  for  levying  a  tax  is 
an  exercise  of  legislative  power,  in  the  enactment  of  which  such  corpora- 
tion acts  not  as  a  trustee,  but  as  a  local  government,  exercising  a  portion 
of  the  supreme  power  of  the  State. 

A  Court  of  equity  will  enjoin  a  municipal  corporation  from  unlawfully  issuing 
interest  coupons,  payable  through  a  period  of  twenty  years,  and  levying  a 
tax  for  the  payment  thereof,  upon  the  complaint  of  an  owner  of  property 
liable  to  such  tax,  so  as  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits , 

Where  a  municipal  corporation  which  has  power  to  construct  public  buildings, 
but  is  forbidden  "to  raise  money  for  or  loan  its  credit  to  or  in  aid  "  of  any 
private  corporation,  passes  an  ordinance  providing  for  contracting  with  a 
railway  company  for  the  erection  of  public  buildings,  a  Court  has  no  power 
to  inquire  whether  the  real  object  of  such  ordinance  is  to  provide  for  the 
construction  of  such  buildings  or  to  raise  money,  etc.,  in  aid  of  said  rail- 
way company. 

Section  135  of  the  charter  of  Portland,  prohibited  the  city  from  contracting 
an  indebtedness  exceeding  $50,000:  Beld,  that  an  ordinance  assuming  a 
liability  of  $350,000,  to  be  paid  in  semi-annual  installments  in  the  course 
of  twenty  years,  although  it  provided  for  the  payment  of  such  installments 
by  the  levy  of  taxes  as  they  fell  due,  was  in  violation  of  such  section  and 
void. 

A  Court  of  equity  has  no  power  to  restrain  a  municipal  corporation  in  the 
disposition  or  management  of  taxes  collected  under  a  void  ordinance,  on 
the  complaint  of  a  single  property  holder  therein. 

This  suit  is  brought  to  enjoin  the  defendants  from  coun- 
tersigning and  issuing  the  interest  coupons  to  the  bonds  of 
the  Oregon  Central  Eailway  Company,  and  from  levying 
and  collecting  a  tax  upon  the  real  property  of  the  complain- 
32 
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ants,  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of  Portland, 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  such  interest  coupons  as  they 
become  due. 

The  complaint  was  filed  on  November  14,  and  a  rule  was 
then  entered  and  served,  requiring  the  defendants  to  appear 
on  the  twenty-fifth  of  the  same  month  and  show  cause  why 
a  preliminary  injunction  should  not  issue  against  them,  as 
prayed  for  in  the  complaint.  On  the  twenty-fifth,  the  com- 
plainants and  defendants  appeared  by  their  counsel,  and 
consented  to  postpone  the  hearing  of  the  motion  until 
December  2d.  On  that  and  the  following  day,  the  motion 
was  heard  on  the  complaint  and  exhibits,  and  was  con- 
tinued for  consideration. 

Deady  J.  The  material  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  are 
as  follows : 

I.  That  the  complainants  are  husband  and  wife,  and 
citizens  of  California;  and  that  the  city  of  Portland  is  a 
municipal  corporation  of  the  State  of  Oregon,  and  that  the 
defendants — Hamilton  Boyd,  W.  S.  Caldwell  and  C.  P. 
Ferry,  are  citizens  of  the  State  of  Oregon,  and  officers  of 
such  municipal  corporation,  namely  :  Mayor,  Clerk  and 
Treasurer. 

II.  That  the  complainants  are  owners  of  real  property 
within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of  Portland,  of  the 
value  of  $15,000,  and  that  such  property  is  subject  to  aU 
taxes,  charges  and  assessments  imposed  on  real  property 
within  the  corporate  limits  aforesaid,  by  the  authority  of 
such  municipal  corporation. 

III.  That  on  February  5,  1868,  the  city  of  Portland,  by 
means  of  the  Common  Council  and  the  Mayor  thereof, 
passed  an  ordinance,  entitled  as  follows : 

"An  ordinance  to  secure  material  for  the  public  build- 
ings, and  the  construction  of  streets  adjacent  to  the  public 
grounds,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  to  levy  a  special  tax 
therefor." 

A  copy  of  the  ordinance  is  attached  to  the  complaint  and 
made  a  pa'rt  of  it.  The  first  section  thereof  read  as  fol- 
lows: 
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"Section  1.  That  for  the  purpose  of  securing,  gravel, 
stone,  brick,  clay,  lumber  and  timber,  and  the  construction 
and  repair  of  the  city  buildings  of  the  city  of  Portland,  and 
of  the  streets  adjacent  to  the  public  ground,  and  for  the 
other  purposes  hereinafter  provided,  the  corporation  known 
as  the  '  Oregon  Central  Eailroad  Company,  of  Portland, 
Oregon,'  be  and  is  hereby  authorized  to  issue  two  hundred 
and  fifty  bonds  of  a  thousand  dollars  each,  bearing  interest 
at  the  rate  of  seven  per  centum  per  annum,  commencing  on 
the  first  day  of  July,  1868,  and  payable  on  the  first  days  of 
January  and  July  thereafter,  semi-annually,  for  the  term^of 
twenty  years;  said  bonds  having  thereto  attached  forty  in- 
terest coupons  to  each  bond,  each  coupon  representing  the 
half  yearly  interest  of  its  respective  bond;  said  coupons  to 
be  signed  by  the  secretary  of  said  company,  and  counter- 
signed by  the  Mayor  and  Auditor  of  the  city  of  Portland,  as 
hereinafter  provided;  and  to  be  made  payable  in  United 
States  gold  coin,  at  the  city  of  Portland,  at  the  city  treasury 
of  said  city,  at  Portland,  Oregon." 

Section  2  of  the  ordinance  substantially  provides,  that  in 
1868  a  tax  of  two  and  a  half  mills  on  the  dollar  shall  be 
levied  and  collected  on  all  taxable  property  within  the  city, 
in  the  same  manner  as  other  city  revenue  may  be  collected; 
and  that  the  moneys  derived  from  said  tax  be  appropriated 
and  set  apart  as  railway  fund,  out  of  which  ' '  fund"  the  said 
interest  coupons,  payable  January  1,  1869,  shall  be  paid  as 
they  fall  due  and  are  presented  for  payment. 

Section  3  provides  that  in  1869,  and  annually  thereafter 
for  the  period  of  eighteen  years,  in  addition  to  the  other 
taxes,  a  tax  of  four  mills  on  the  dollar  shall  be  levied  and 
collected  on  all  taxable  property  within  the  city,  in  the  same 
manner  as  other  city  revenue  may  be  collected;  and  that 
the  moneys  derived  from  such  tax  be  appropriated  and  set 
apart  as  a  railway  fund,  out  of  which  "  fund"  the  interest 
coupons  on  said  two  hundred  and  fifty  bonds  shall  be  paid 
as  they  fall  due  and  are  presented  for  payment. 

This  section  also  provides,  that  the  city  may  reduce  the 
rate  of  taxation  in  proportion  to  the  increase  of  taxable 
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property,  so  that  the  revenue  derived  from  the  same  shall 
not  be  less  than  the  sum  of  $17,500  per  annum  in  gold  coin; 
and  that,  if  at  any  time  the  money  in  the  railway  fund  should 
be  insufficient  to  pay  such  coupons  when  due,  they  are  to 
be  paid  from  the  "  general  fund,"  or  the  Common  Council 
may  make  such  other  contracts  or  arrangements  to  supply 
the  deficiency  as  may  be  necessary;  and  that  the  city  of 
Portland  shall  never  be  liable  for  the  principal  of  such  bonds. 

Section  4  provides* that  the  0.  C.  E.  Co.  shall  grade  and 
prepare  for  the  rail  the  first  five  miles  of  the  track  of  their 
railway,  before  December  31,  1868,  and  also  the  first  twenty 
miles  thereof  before  July  1,  1869,  otherwise  the  ordinance 
to  be  null  and  void. 

Section  5  provides,  that  upon  the  grading  of  the  first  five 
miles  of  the  track,  as  provided  in  section  4,  the  Mayor  and 
Auditor  of  the  city  shall  countersign  the  coupons  attached 
to  one  hundred  of  said  bonds,  and  deliver  the  same  to  W. 
S.  Ladd,  to  sell  for  the  benefit  of  the  company,  at  not  less 
than  eighty-five  cents  on  the  dollar,  with  the  privilege  of  hy- 
pothecating the  said  bonds,  or  any  portion  thereof,  on  the 
best  terms  said  company  can  secure  to  raise  money;  and 
upon  the  grading  of  another  five  miles  of  said  track,  said 
Mayor  and  Auditor  shall  countersign  the  coupons  attached 
to  seventy-five  others  of  said  bonds,  and  deliver  the  same  to 
said  Ladd  to  sell  or  hypothecate  for  the  benefit  of  the  com- 
pany, as  above  mentioned;  and  also  upon  the  grading  of  ten 
additional  miles  of  said  track,  as  provided  in  section  4,  the 
said  Mayor  and  Auditor  shall  countersign  the  coupons 
attached  to  the  remaining  seventy-five  of  said  bonds,  and 
deliver  them  to  said  Ladd,  for  sale  or  hypothecation,  for 
benefit  of  the  company,  as  in  the  case  of  the  preceding 
bonds,  and  upon  the  completion  of  the  first  twenty  miles  of 
the  track,  said  Ladd  is  to  surrender  to  the  company  all  the 
bonds  remaining  unsold. 

Section  6  provides  for  the  examination  of  the  work  on  the 
track,  and  the  certificate  to  be  presented  to  the  mayor  and 
auditor  to  authorize  them  to  countersign  the  coupons  and 
deliver  the  bonds  as  directed  in  section  5. 
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Section  7  provides  that  this  ordinance  and  the  agreement' 
of  the  city  to  pay  the  interest  coupons  as  provided  therein, 
is  made  upon  the  condition  and  consideration  that  the  O. 
C.  E.  Co.  contracts  and  agrees  "at  any  aijd  all  times  for  the 
period  of  twenty  years  from  January  1,  1869,  to  transport 
and  convey  over  their  railway  all  public  messengers  required 
to  travel  at  the  expense  of  said  city,  free  of  charge,  and  also 
transport,  carry  and  convey  over  their  said  railway,  to  or 
from  any  point  on  their  line,  as  may  be  required,  free  of 
charge,  or  other  compensation  for  transportation  than  is 
provided  in  this  ordinance,  all  stone,  gravel,  earth,  lumber 
and  timber,  or  other  materials  which  the  city  of  Portland 
may  require,  to  be  transported  over  the  said  company's  rail- 
way for  the  construction  or  repair  of  streets  adjacent  to 
public  grounds,  public  buildings  of  said  city,  and  any  and 
all  purposes  for  which  the  city  of  Portland  may  now,  or  any 
other  time  hereafter,  lawfully  provide." 

Section  8  provides  for  the  execution  and  filing  with  the 
city  clerk  of  the  O.  C.  E.  Co.,  agreement  to  accept  the 
propositions  contained  in  the  ordinance,  and  "perform  the 
conditions  and  considerations"  on  the  part  of  said  company, 
as  therein  specified. 

Sections  9  and  10  of  the  ordinance  provide  for  the  con- 
tingency of  the  O.  C.  E.  Co.  not  accepting  or  complying 
with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  ordinance,  and  have  no 
bearing  upon  the  questions  arising  in  this  suit. 

IV.  That  the  O.  C.  E.  Co.  is  a  private  corporation,  in- 
corporated under  the  laws  of  Oregon,  for  the  purpose  of 
constructing  a  railway  from  Portland  to  the  northern  bound- 
ary of  California. 

V.  That  the  title  and  body  of  said  ordinance  does  not 
truly  state  the  object  thereof,  but  the  contrary,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  deceiving  the  tax  payers;  and  that  the  real  object  of 
such  ordinance  is  to  raise  money  for  and  to  loan  the  credit 
of  the  city  of  Portland  to  the  O.  C.  E.  Co.,  for  a  period  of 
twenty  years,  and  to  the  amount  of  $350,000  in  coin;  and 
that  said  Common  Council  and  Mayor  had  no  power  or 
authority  to  pass  said  ordinance,  and  the  same  is  therefore 
illegal  and  void. 
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VI.  That  iu  pursuance  of  section  2  of  said  ordinance, 
the  corporate  authorities  of  the  city  of  Portland,  during  the 
present  year,  have  levied  and  collected,  in  gold  coin,  two 
and  a  half  mills  on  the  dollar,  upon  the  taxable  property 
withia  its  limits,  which  tax,  amounting  to  over  $10,000,  is 
now  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  C.  P.  Ferry,  who 
threatens  to  pay  out  the  same  to  the  holders  of  said  coupons 
as  in  said  ordinance  provided;  and  that  the  complainants 
are  interested  in  said  $10,000  to  the  extent  of  the  tax  col- 
lected from  their  property  aforesaid. 

VII.  That  the  O.  C.  E.  Co.  is  grading  the  first  five  miles 
of  its  track,  and  threatens  and  intends  to  complete  the  same 
as  in  said  ordinance  provided,  before  December  31, 1868,  so 
as  to  entitle  it  to  the  benefit  of  the  first  100  of  said  bonds; 
and  the  said  corporate  authorities  are  threatening  and  do 
intend  to  issue  as  provided  in  said  ordinance,  the  interest 
coupons  to  said  100  bonds,  and  deliver  the  same  to  said  W. 
S.  Ladd,  whereby  the  faith  of  the  city  of  Portland  will  be 
pledged  in  aid  of  said  company  to  pay  said  interest  coupons 
on  said  100  bonds  semi-amiually  for  twenty  years;  and  that 
said  Ladd  intends  to  put  such  bonds  upon  the  market  ia 
the  Pacific  and  Atlantic  States  for  sale  and  circulation;  and 
said  Ferry  threatens  to  pay  the  first  interest  coupons  of  the 
first  100  bonds  on  presentation  of  the  same  at  his  office,  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  two  and  a  half  mill  tax,  now  collected. 

VIII.  That  defendants  threaten  and  intend  to  levy  and 
collect  further  taxes  as  provided  in  said  ordinance  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  the  interest  coupons  of  said  bonds, 
thereby  involving  the  city  of  Portland  in  a  debt,  and  lend- 
ing its  credit  to  the  O.  0.  E.  Co.,  of  $350,000;  and  unless 
such  defendants  are  restrained  in  the  premises,  such  bonds 
and  coupons  will  pass  into  the  hands  of  innocent  purchasers, 
whereby  the  right  of  the  complainants  and  the  city  to  defend 
against  the  same  will  be  defeated. 

IX.  That  unless  the  defendants  are  restrained  in  the 
premises,  the  complainants  will  be  put  to  the  necessity  of 
maintaining  a  multiplicity  of  actions  to  recover  back  the 
taxes  so  wrongfully  collected  from  them,  and  threatened  to 
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be  collected  for  the  nest  twenty  years  in  aid  of  said  O.  C. 
E.  Co. 

X.  That  by  virtue  of  the  act  incorporating  the  city  of 
Portland,  real  property  may  be  sold  for  delinquent  taxes, 
upon  a  warrant  issued  by  the  Auditor  and  Clerk  of  the  city, 
attached  to  the  tax  roll  and  directed  to  the  City  Marshal, 
and  that  upon  such  sale  a  deed  is  made  to  the  purchaser  by 
the  Marshal,  which  deed  is  not  required  to  recite  the  pre- 
vious proceedings  therein,  and  is  deemed  to  convey  the  in- 
terest or  estate  of  the  person  to  whom  the  same  was  assessed, 
and  that  if  defendants  are  not  restrained  from  levying  and 
collecting  taxes  upon  the  property  of  the  complainants 
under  the  provisions  of  said  ordinance,  and  by  the  means 
provided  for  the  collection  of  taxes  in  the  charter  of  said 
city,  then  there  will  be  a  cloud  cast  upon  the  title  of  the 
complainants  to  the  real  property  above  mentioned. 

XI.  That  the  matter  in  controversy  exceeds  the  value  of 
five  hundred  dollars;  and  that  the  act  and  doings  aforesaid 
are  contrary  to  equity,  etc.,  and  that  the  complainants  are 
without  a  plain,  adequate  and  speedy  remedy  at  law — where- 
fore they  pray  a  temporary  injunction,  and  that  upon  the 
final  hearing  the  defendants  may  be  perpetually  enjoined, 
etc. 

Assuming  that  ordinance  numbered  468  is  illegal  and 
void,  the  complainants'  counsel  insist  that  they  are  entitled 
to  maintain  suit  for  relief  in  equity  upon  all  or  either  of  the 
following  grounds : 

1.  To  prevent  a  cloud  being  cast  upon  the  title  to  their 
property  by  the  enforced  sale  of  it,  for  this  tax; 

2.  To  prevent  the  corporation  of  Portland  from  violating 
its  trust;  and, 

3.  To  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits. 

Upon  the  consideration  of  the  first  ground,  the  question 
arises — ^what  constitutes  a  cloud  upon  title  ? 

For  the  defendant  it  is  claimed  that  a  proceeding  which  is 
void  upon  its  face  cannot  cast  a  cloud  upon  title;  (p,nd 
therefore,  if  ordinance  468  is  void,  as  claimed  by  complain- 
ants, the  tax  complained  of  is  invalid,  and  the  invalidity  is 
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apparent  upon  the  proceedings  to  enforce  it.  For  the  com- 
plainants it  is  answered  that  the  invalidity  is  not  apparent, 
and  can  only  be  shown  by  extrinsic  proof,  because  the  deed 
given  to  the  purchaser  of  property  sold  for  delinquent  taxes 
does  not  recite  or  set  forth  the  proceedings  prior  to  the 
sale. 

The  following  is  an  abstract  of  the  provisions  of  the  city 
incorporation  upon  that  subject. 

The  corporation  has  power  by  ordinance  to  collect  taxes 
for  general  'naunicipal  purposes,  not  to  exceed  one  half  of 
one  per  centum  upon  all  property  within  its  limit  subject 
by  law  to  State  and  county  taxation;  and  also  to  collect  a 
special  tax  of  one  per  centum  upon  the  same  property  for 
any  specific  object  within  its  authority,  but  the  ordinance 
providing  for  such  special  tax  must  specify  the  object 
thereof  and  the  amount  necessary  therefor;  and  the  aggre- 
gate of  such  general  and  special  taxes  levied  in  any  fiscal 
year,  must  not  exceed  one  and  a  half  per  centum. .  (§  38, 
sub.  1,  23,  134.) 

Property  must  be  assessed  annually  for  taxation  and  in 
the  manner  prescribed  by  State  laws,  but  the  time  of  making 
assessments  and  the  returns  thereof  are  to  be  prescribed  by 
ordinance.     (§§55,  57.) 

The  time  for  the  volnntary  payment  of  taxes  to  the  treas- 
urer is  prescribed  by  ordinance,  and  within  five  days  there- 
after, the  treasurer  must  return  the  tax  roll  to  the  Council 
with  the  taxes  paid  to  him  marked  thereon;  and  all  taxes 
not  paid  to  the  treasurer  within  the  time  prescribed,  are  to 
be  deemed  and  collected  as  delinquent.     (g§  113,  114.) 

Delinquent  taxes  must  be  collected  by  the  Marshal,  and 
for  this  purpose  the  Auditor,  by  order  of  the  Council,  must 
deliver  to  him  the  tax  roll  with  a  warrant  annexed  thereto, 
commanding  such  Marshal  to  collect  the  delinquent  taxes 
therein  as  provided  by  law;  such  warrant  is  to  be  deemed 
an  execution  against  property,  and  must  be  executed  and 
returned  as  such;  and  if  sufficient  personal  property  be  not 
found  out  of  which  to  make  the  tax,  the  Marshal  must  levy 
on  any  of  the  real  property  of  the  person  against  whom  the 
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tax  is  charged,  but  not  more  than  enough  to  pay  all  the 
taxes  charged  to  such  person,  and  the  costs  of  collecting 
the  same,  and  sell  it  as  upon  execution.     (§§  115,  116,  117.) 

When  real  property  is  sold  for  delinquent  taxes,  the  per- 
son making  the  sale  must  make  a  deed  of  the  same  to  the 
purchaser,  which  passes  all  the  estate  of  the  owner  therein, 
subject  to  redemption  as  provided  by  law;  and  the  return 
on  the  warrant  must  specify  the  sum  for  which  each  parcel 
of  such  property  sold,  and  the  name  of  the  purchaser;  such 
deed  need  not  recite  the  proceedings  prior  to  the  sale,  but 
it  must  appear  therefrom  that  the  property  was  sold  by 
virtue  of  a  warrant  from  the  city  of  Portland,  and  the  date 
thereof,  together  with  the  date  of  sale  and  the  bid  of  the 
purchaser.     (§§  99,  120,  123,  140.) 

From  this  abstract  of  the  law  governing  the  levy  and  col- 
lection of  taxes  by  the  corporation,  I  think  it  clear  that  if 
ordinance  468  is  void,  no  extrinsic  evidence  is  necessary  to 
show  the  invalidity  of  this  special  tax.  True,  the  deed  to  a 
purchaser  at  a  sale  for  delinquent  taxes  does  not  recite  the 
prior  proceedings  at  length,  but  they  are  all  a  matter  of 
record,  and  the  deed  refers  to  them  particularly,  by  names, 
dates  and  amounts.  The  warrant  is  identified.  Annexed  to  it 
is  the  tax  roll,  from  which  it  appears  what  taxes  were  levied, 
and  what  are  delinquent.  If  the  complainant's  property  were 
sold  for  this  special  tax  to  pay  coupons  on  railway  bonds, 
the  facts  of  the  levy  and  delinquency  would  appear  on  the 
tax  roll;  and  the  warrant  annexed  to  it  and  returned  with  it 
into  the  Clerk's  office,  would  show  the  sale,  and  to  whom 
and  for  what  amount.  These  latter  facts  also  appearing  in 
the  deed,  there  can  be  no  difficulty  in  tracing  the  matter 
upon  the  records  of  the  corporation  from  the  end  to  the 
beginning — from  the  deed  back  to  the  ordinance. 

But  the  authorities  are  not  uniform  as  to  what  constitutes 
such  a  cloud  upon  title  as  will  justify  or  authorize  a  court 
of  equity  to  remove  or  prevent  it,  as  the  case  may  be.  They 
all  agree  in  the  rule  contended  for  by  the  defendants,  but 
many  of  them  go  further,  and  decide,  that  although  it  may 
not  be  necessary  to  resort  to  extrinsic  evidence  to  show  the 
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invalidity  of  the  instrument  or  proceeding  complained  of, 
yet  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  prevent,  cancel  or  annul  the 
matter,  thing  or  proceeding,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 
the  title  to  property  being  affected  or  encumbered  thereby. 

In  Hamilton  v.  Cummins  (2  John.  ch.  522),  Chancellor 
Kent,  after  a  careful  review  of  the  English  authorities,  says : 
"I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  weight  of  authority  and 
the  reason  of  the  thing,  are  equally  in  favor  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court,  whether  the  instrument  is,  or  is  not,  void 
at  law,  and  whether  it  be  void  from  matter  appearing  on  its 
face,  or  from  proof  taken  in  the  cause,  and  that  these  as- 
sumed distinctions  are  not  well  founded." 

Mr.  Justice  Chipman,  sitting  in  the  Circuit  Court  for  the 
S.  D.  of  N.  Y.,  cifes  Hamilton  v.  Cummins,  as  authority  for 
the  expression — "the  fact  that  the  deed  in  question  is  a 
void  instrument  does  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion in  equity."  (Am.  Law  Eeg.  Nov.  1867,  p.  35.)  But  in 
this  last  case,  the  deed  complained  of  was  forged  and  had 
been  admitted  to  record  in  the  proper  office.  It  was  not 
only  void,  but  its  invalidity  did  not  appear  upon  its  face, 
and  could  only  be  made  apparent  by  extrinsic  evidence. 
Prima  facie,  the  deed  was  a  valid  one,  and  sufficient  in  law 
to  pass  the  title  to  the  property  described  in  it. 

In  Oakley  v.  Trustees,  etc.  (6  Paige's  Ch.  265),  it  was  held 
that  an  assessment  upon  a  town  lot  for  altering  the  grade  of 
a  street,  although  so  far  void  as  not  to  affect  the  legal  title 
to  the  lot,  was  a  cloud  upon  the  title,  and  an  injunction  was 
allowed  to  prevent  the  proposed  illegal  change  of  grade  and 
consequent  assessment. 

In  this  case  the  Court  assumed  that  the  assessment  was 
void,  and  its  invalidity  must  have  been  apparent  on  the  face 
of  the  proceedings.  The  ruling  in  this  case  coincides  with 
that  in  Hamilton  v.  Cummins,  but  appears  to  be  in  direct 
conflict  with  that  made  by  the  same  Chancellor  in  Van 
Born  V.  Mayor,  etc.  (9  Paige  Ch.  388). 

Yet  in  Oakley  v.  Irustees,  etc.,  the  complainant  was 
threatened  with  what  appears  to  have  been  an  irreparable 
injury  to  his  property,  by  the  illegal  digging  down  of  the 
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street  in  front  of  it.  To  prevent  this  injury  the  injunction 
was  prayed  and  might  well  J  have  been  allowed,  whether 
the  illegal  assessment  was  void  upon  its  face  or  not. 
Notwithstanding,  then,  the  remark  of  the  Court  that  the 
void  assessment  would  cast  a  cloud  upon  the  title,  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  the  injunction  was  really  granted  to 
prevent  a  material  and  probably  an  irreparable  injury  to 
the  property  of  the  complainant. 

In  Burnett  v.  Cincinnati  (3  Ham.  72),  the  sale  of  town 
lots  for  an  illegal  assessment  to  improve  streets  was  en- 
joined. In  this  case  the  Court  says:  "  In  a  city  the  sale  of 
a  part  of  lot  for  assessments  may  often  be  very  destructive 
to  the  interests  of  the  proprietor,  though  no  title  passed  by 
such  sale.  A  cloud  would  be  cast  upon  the  title,  which 
litigation  only  could  remove;  and  until  removed  the  property 
might  be  valueless  to  the  owner;  subject,  too,  during  the 
period  of  litigation  to  additional  assessments  and  embar- 
rassments." 

But  the  more  modern  cases  do  not  appear  to  go  the  length 
of  Hamilton  v.  Oummins,  or  Burnett  v.  Cincinnati. 

By  these,  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to  remove  or  perhaps 
prevent  a  cloud  being  cast  upon  title  to  real  property  is  con- 
fined to  the  instances  where  the  instrument  or  proceeding 
complained  of  appears  to  be  valid  on  its  face,  but  is  in  fact 
void  or  invalid  for  some  reason  or  matter  which  can  only  be 
shown  by  extrinsic  evidence.  (Van  Dorn  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  9 
Paige's  Ch.  389;  Suequehanna  Bank  v.  Supervisors  of 
Broome  County,    25  New  York,  314.) 

In  Eiuing  v.  City  of  St.  Louis  (5  Wall.  418),  Mr.  Justice 
Field,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  says: 

"With  the  proceedings  and  determinations  of  inferior 
boards  or  tribunals  of  special  jurisdiction,  courts  of  equity 
will  not  interfere,  unless  it  should  become  necessary  to  pre- 
vent a  multiplicity  of  suits,  or  irreparable  injury,  or  unless 
the  proceeding  sought  to  be  annulled  or  corrected  is  valid 
upon  its  face,  and  the  alleged  invalidity  consists  in  matters 
to  be  established  by  extrinsic  evidence. 

"In  other  cases  the  review  and  correction  of  the  proceed- 
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ings  must  be  obtained  by  the  writ  of  certiorari.  This  is  the 
general  and  well-established  doctrine." 

This  was  a  proceeding  before  the  Mayor  to  enforce  an 
assessment  imposed  for  benefits  to  adjoining  property  by 
the  opening  of  a  street.  The  object  of  the  suit  was  to  enjoin 
the  enforcement  of  the  order  for  the  collection  of  the  assess- 
ment, upon  the  ground  that '  the  proceedings  were  invalid 
for  want  of  authority  in  law.  The  Court  said:  "If  the 
statutes  and  ordinance  under  which  the  proceedings  took 
place  were  void,  no  cloud  was  thereby  cast  upon  the  title  of 
the  complainant;  nor  were  the  remedies  at  law  for  the  pro- 
tection of  his  property  or  the  redress  of  trespasses  com- 
mitted upon  it  in  any  way  impaired." 

'  As  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of  equity  to  remove  a  cloud 
already  cast  upon  the  title  to  property,  the  case  of  Ewing  v. 
GUy  of  St.  Louis  furnishes  an  intelligible  and  authoritative 
statement  of  the  doctrine  of  to-day  on  the  subject;  but  as 
to  when  aCourt  of  equity  may  interfere  toprevent  such  acloud 
being  cast,  I  apprehend  the  case  does  not  directly  deter- 
mine. The  question  did  not  arise  in  it,  but  it  is  also  true 
that  the  distinction  now  suggested  is  not  noticed  by  it.  The 
case  of  Burnett  v.  Cincinnati  was  a  case  upon  ^which  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  was  invoked  to  prevent  a  cloud 
being  cast.  The  Court  said  that  the  proceeding  complained 
of  (a  tax  to  improve  a  street),  was  void  and  that  the  inval- 
idity was  apparent,  yet  it  enjoined  the  collection  of  the  tax, 
and  gave  reasons  as  follows : 

■  "When  an  assessment  of  a  tax  is  made  and  its  legality 
disputed,  the  uncertainty  attendant  upon  the  final  result 
puts  the  estate  upon  which  it  operates  in  imminent  jeopardy. 
If  no  title  pass  by  the  sale,  the  party  has  a  remedy  at  law. 
He  can  defend  lis  possessions;  but  if  the  title  do  pass,  he 
is  remediless  altogether.  A  mode,  therefore,  of  deciding  the 
question  before  any  right  is  affected,  is  safest  for  all  parties.^' 
(3  Ham.  72.) 

The  feudal  reverence  for  real  property  of  which  the  com- 
mon law  was  redolent,  and  which  the  modem  mercantile 
spirit  has  not  yet  altogether  overcome,  doubtless  had  some 
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influence  in  the  decision  of  the  earlier  cases  in  favor  of  the 
interference  of  equity  to  prevent  a  cloud  being  cast  upon 
title  to  land.  Under  the  influence  of  this  feeling  and  the 
kindred  :one,  that  municipal  corporations  and  inferior  tri- 
bunals were  not  qualified  in  power  or  dignity  to  take  pro- 
ceedings and  make  orders  affecting  the  title  to  or  interest 
in  lands,  Courts  have  gone  great  lengths  in  enjoining  the 
interposition  and  collection  of  assessments  and  taxes  upon 
real  property,  by  municipal  corporations  for  local  purposes. 

But  with  the  growth  of  the  country  and  the  development 
its  polity  and  institutions,  so  much  of  the  power  of  the 
State — both  legislative  and  administrative — has  been  par- 
celled out  to  these  local  governments  and  corporations,  that 
it  has  been  found  impracticable  to  subject  their  proceedings 
to  the  risk  of  being  stopped  by  injunction  upon  every  sug- 
gestion or  complaint  of  irregularity  or  illegality  by  reluctant 
or  selfish  taxpayers  and  property  holders. 

"Whether,  then  a  Court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  jjre- 
vent  the  levy  and  collection  of  a  tax  which  is  void  in  law, 
although  such  invalidity  is  apparent,  upon  the  ground  that 
such  proceeding,  if  allowed  to  be  completed,  would  cast 
a  cloud  upon  title,  is  a  question  that  I  will  not  now  definitely 
pass  upon.  Notwithstanding  the  generality  of  the  language 
in  Ewing  v.  City  of  St.  Louis,  against  the  jurisdiction,  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  a  careful  examination  of  the  authori- 
ties and  the  reasons  for  them,  will  show  that  the  apparent 
invalidity  of  the  proceeding  or  matter  complained  of,  does 
not  necessarily  affect  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of  equity, 
to  prevent  by  injunction  the  imposition  and  collection  of  an 
illegal  assessment  or  tax  upon  real  property. 

The  second  ground  upon  which  the  equitable  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  is  invoked  by  the  complainants,  involves  the 
question :  Does  the  issuing  of  these  coupons  and  the  levy 
and  collection  of  the  tax  to  pay  them,  amount  to  a  breach 
of  trust  by  the  corporation  ?  In  support  of  the  affirmative 
of  the  question  the  complainants  cite  Davis  v.  Mayor,  etc., 
(Duer  E.451,)Willard'sEq.  (499,  737-8-9.) 

These  authorities  show  that  a  Court  of  equity  has  juris- 
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diction  over  a  municipal  corporation,  in  regard  to  its  con- 
duct concerning  property  and  franchises  held  by  it  in  trust 
for  the  inhabitants  thereof,  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  a  nat- 
ural person;  and  that  it  will  enjoin  and  prevent  such  cor- 
poration from  disposing  of  its  property  or  franchises  fraud- 
^  ulently  or  for  a  mere  nominal  consideration — and  this,  al- 
though the  forms  of  legislation  are  used  to  give  the  transac- 
tion the  appearance  of  an  exercise  of  political  power  for 
public  purposes.  The  privilege  of  exemption  from  judicial 
interference  terminates  where  legislative  action  ends.  Tried 
by  this  standard,  it  is  apparent,  that  in  the  passage  of  this 
ordinance  or  the  enforcement  of  it,  there  is  or  can  be  no 
such  breach  of  trust  by  the  corporation  as  will  justify  judi- 
cial interference. 

The  trust,  if  any,  is  a  political  one,  for  the  exercise  of 
which  the  corporate  authorities  are  only  answerable  at  the 
polls.  The  ordinance,  if  valid,  is  an  exercise  of  legislative 
power  for  public  purposes,  and  not  a  merely  administrative 
act  concerning  the  management  or  disposal  of  property 
which  the  corporation,  like  a  private  individual,  may  hold 
in  trust  for  its  constituents.  In  the  passage  >  of  such  an 
ordinance,  the  corporation  acts  not  as  a  mere  trustee  of 
property,  but  as  a  local  government,  exercising  for  that  pur- 
pose a  part  of  the  supreme  power  of  the  State.  This  rule 
is  affirmed  in  the  clause  of  the  city  charter  (§  139),  which 
declares  that  "when  any  proceeding,  matter  or  thing  is  by 
this  act  committed  or  left  to  the  discretion  or  judgment  of 
the  council,  such  discretion  or  judgment,  when  exercised  or 
declared,  is  final,  and  cannot  be  reviewed  or  called  in  ques- 
tion elsewhere."  The  injunction  cannot  be  allowed  upon 
this  ground. 

The  prevention  of  a  multiplicity  of  suits  is  an  acknowl- 
edged head  of  equity  jurisdiction,  to  be  exercised  by  in- 
junction, either  agaiast  an  individual  or  corporation  whether 
public  or  private.  The  case  of  Swing  v.  City  of  St.  Louis 
{supra),  is  sufficient  on  this  point.  The  rule  being  shown, 
is  this  a  case  for  its  application?  Will  a  multiplicity  of 
suits  arise  between  these  parties,  unless  equity  intervenes 
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to  preyent  the  enforcement  of  this  ordinance  ?  Assuming 
that  the  ordinance  is  void,  the  complainants  may  pay  the 
tax  under  protest  and  then  recover  it  back  by  action  at  law, 
or  may  suffer  their  property  to  be  sold  for  it  and  defend 
the  possessioii  at  law  against-  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  for 
taxes. 

If  the  ordinance  only  provided  that  this  tax  should  be 
levied  and  collected  once,  then  it  might  be  said  that  the 
complainants  had  a  plain,  adequate  and  complete  remedy  at 
law,  and  therefore  could  not  maintain  this  suit  in  equity. 
But  the  ordinance  provides  for  a  levy  and  collection  of  taxes 
to  pay  these  coupons,  once  a  year,  for  a  period  of  twenty 
years.  To  recover  them  back  or  defend  the  possession  of 
the  property  sold  for  them,  will  require  a  multiplicity  of 
suits,  and  what  is  more,  arising  separately  through  a  long 
period  of  time. 

In  answer  to  this  the  defendants  argue  that  the  complain- 
ants may  not  own  this  property  for  twenty  years,  and  that 
the  corporation  may  not  levy  this  tax  beyond  the  coming 
year.  I  know  of  no  legal  presumption  that  the  complain- 
ants will  part  with  their  property,  and  if  they  should,  in  the 
meantime  they  are  entitled  to  protect  it,  for  themselves  or 
the  benefit  of  their  successors  in  interest,  as  the  case  may 
be.  They  are  owners  in  fee  simple  and  their  estate  in  the 
premises  is  without  limit  as  to  time. 

Nor  can  the  Court  presume  that  the  corporate  authorities 
will  cease  to  levy  this  tax  after  the  present  year,  but  the 
contrary.  The  complaint  states  that  they  will  continue  to 
levy  it,  and  as  they  have  commenced  to  carry  out  the  ordi- 
nance, there  is  no  reason  to  presume  that  they  will  cease  to 
do  so,  unless  restrained  by  external  authority. 

But  this  is  not  all;  if  these  coupons  are  allowed  to  issue, 
they  will  pass  into  the  hands  of  third  persons.  The  trustee 
is  directed  to  sell  the  bonds  for  the  benefit  of  the  O.  C.  B. 
Co.  as  fast  as  they  are  issued  to  him.  The  presumption  is 
that  they  will  be  negotiable  and  pass  by  delivery.  ( IVJiite 
V.  V.  &  M.  Railway  Co.,  21  How.  577;  Merced  County  v. 
Hackett,  1  Wall.  95.)     Whether  they  will  show  upon  their 


496  DISTKIOT  OF  OREGON, 

Henry  Coulson  et  al.  v.  The  City  of  Portland  et  al. 

face  the  autliority  under  wliicli  they  are  issued  does  not  ap- 
pear, and  for  anything  I  have  been  able  to  see  in  the  ordi- 
nance, they  need  not.  Innocent  holders  may  and  probably 
will  attempt  to  enforce  their  payment  against  the  city,  and 
the  property  of  the  complainants  will  be  burdened  with 
additional  taxation  to  meet  the  expense  of  this  litigation. 

Upon  this  ground,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  this 
Court  has  jurisdiction  to  grant  an  injunction  to  enjoin  the 
levy  and  collection  of  this  tax,  and  the  issue  of  these  cou- 
pons, if  the  ordinance  authorizing  the  same  is  illegal  and 
void. 

As  the  validity  of  ordinance  468  depends  upon  certain 
provisions  in  the  State  Constitution  and  laws,  it  is  to  be  re- 
gretted that  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  has  not  had 
occasion  to  construe  these  provisions  in  this  respect,  so  as 
to  furnish  this  Court  an  authoritative  precedent  upon  the 
subject. 

Complainants  cite  the  following  constitutional  and  legis- 
lative provisions  as  affecting  the  legality  of  the  ordinance : 

"  Acts  of  the  Legislative  Assembly,  incorporating  towns 
and  cities,  shall  restrict  their  powers  of  taxation,  borrowing 
money,  contracting  debts  and  loaning  their  credit."  (Con.  Or. 
Art.  XI,  §5.) 

"No  county,  city,  town  or  other  municipal  corporation, 
by  vote  of  the  citizens,  or  otherwise,  shall  become  a  stock- 
holder in  any  joint  stock  company,  corporation  or  associa- 
tion whatever;  or  raise  money  for  or  loan  its  credit  to  or  in  and 
of  any  such  company,  corporation,  or  association."  (Con. 
Or.  Art.  XI,  §  9.) 

The  act  incorporating  the  defendant — the  city  of  Port- 
land— was  approved  Oct.  14, 1864.  In  pursuance  of  section 
5  of  the  Constitution  above  quoted,  it  provides : 

"Sec.  135.  The  indebtedness  of  the  city  of  Portland 
shall  never  exceed  in  the  aggregate  the  sum  of  fifty  thousand 
dollars,  and  any  debt  or  liability  incurred  in  violation  of 
this  section,  whether  by  borrowing  money,  loaning  the 
credit  of  the  city,  or  otherwise,  is  null  and  void  and  of  no 
effect." 
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And  further,  the  act  of  incorporation  provides : 
"  Sec.  128.  No  money  shall  be  draAvn  from  the  treasury 
but  in  pursuance  of  an  appropriation  for  that  purpose, 
made  by  ordinance;  and  an  ordinance  making  an  appro- 
priation of  money  must  not  contain  a  provision  upon  any 
other  subject,  and  if  it  does,  such  ordinance,  as  to  such  pro- 
vision, shall  be  void,  and  not  otherwise." 

Under  these  constitutional  and  legislative  provisions, 
complainants  insist  that  ordinance  468  is  void  for  all  or 
either  of  the  following  reasons : 

1.  That,  although  it  pretends  in  the  title  thereof,  and 
elsewhere,  to  be  an  "  Ordinance  to  secure  material  for  pub- 
lic buildings,  and  the  construction  and  repair  of  streets  ad- 
jacent to  the  public  grounds,  and  to  levy  a  special  tax  there- 
for," yet  that  is  in  fact  intended  as  a  means  to  raise  money  for 
and  to  loan  the  credit  of  the  defendant  to  the  O.  C.  R.  Co., 
contrary  to  Art.  XI.,  §  9,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  State. 

2.  That  such  ordinance  creates  an  indebtedness  against 
the  city  of  Portland  exceeding  fifty  thousand  dollars, 
contrary  to  section  135  of  the  act  of  incorporation;  and 

3.  That,  although  such  ordinance  appropriates  money, 
it  nevertheless  contains  provisions  on  other  subjects,  con- 
trary to  section  128  of  the  act  of  incorporation. 

The  first  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  ordinance  raises 
a  question  of  fact,  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  this  or  any 
other  Court  to  inquire  of  or  pass  judgment  on.  True  it  may 
be,  and  true  it  most  probably  is,  that  the  real  object  in 
passing  the  ordinance  was  not  to  secure  material,  etc.,  as 
stated  in  the  title  thereof,  but  to  raise  money  for  and  lop-n 
the  credit  of  the  city  to  the  O.  0.  E.  Co.  Yet  the  city  has 
express  authority  to  construct  many  kinds  of  public  build- 
ings, including  a  hospital  and  water  works  within  or  without 
the  city  (Char,  g  38),  and  may  pass  any  ordinance  not  other- 
wise unlawful,  that  it  may  deem  necessary  or  convenient 
for  exercising  or  carrying  out  such  authority  (Char.  §  39).  It 
may  contract  with  a  railway  company  as  with  an  individual, 
unless  the  primary  and  express  object  of  that  contract  be  to 
raise  money  fm^  or  loan  credit  to  such  company.  The  matter 
33 
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of  constructing  public  buildings  is  committed  to  the  judg- 
ment and  discretion  of  the  corporation  legislature,  and 
whether  they  act  wisely  or  unwisely,  or  from  good  or  bad 
motives,  is  not  the  province  of  a  Court  to  inquire.  It  is  a 
matter  between  the  Council  and  its  constituents.  (Willard's 
Eq.  739;  Char.  §  139.) 

It  may  be  urged  that  the  constitutional  prohibition  against 
raising  money  for  private  corporations  or  associations  will 
be  nugatory,  if  the  city  is  allowed  to  deal  and  contract  with 
such  a  corporation  as  with  a  private  person;  and  to  some 
extent  this  con'sequence  may  follow.  But  I  apprehend  a 
Court  may  more  safely  put  some  limit  upon  a  prohibition  so 
general  as  this,  than  to  deny  the  city  the  choice  of  any 
means  not  expressly  forbidden  to  it,  whereby  to  exercise  its 
undoubted  authority. 

The  second  objection  raises  the  question:  Can  the  city 
lawfully  issue  interest  coupons  to  railway  bonds,  payable 
half  yearly  through  a  period  of  twenty  years,  and  amounting 
in  the  aggregate  to  over  $300,000? 

The  charter  (§  135)  seems  to  answer  this  question  in  the 
negative,  whei^it  substantially  declares  in  pursuance  of  sec- 
tion 5  of  Art.  XI  of  the  Constitution,  that  the  indebtedness 
or  liability  of  the  city  must  never  exceed  in  the  aggregate 
one  sixth  of  that  sum.  But  the  defendants  insist,  that  as 
the  ordinance  providing  for  the  issue  of  these  coupons,  also 
provides  for  raising  revenue  and  appropriates  it  to  the  pay- 
ment of  them  as  they  fall  due,  no  indebtedness  or  liabilty 
is  thereby  created  or  incurred.  In  support  of  this  extraor- 
dinary proposition  they  cite  the  single  case  of  People  v. 
Pacheco  (27  Cal.  175). 

This  case  was  decided  upon  two  grounds — the  one  that  'a 
law  providing  for  the  issuing  of  interest  coupons  on  rail- 
way bonds  did  not  create  a  debt,  because,  at  the  same  time 
provision  was  made  for  levying  taxes  and  appropriating  the  , 
proceeds  thereof  to  their  payment;  the  other,  that  the  act 
was  passed  "in  case  of  war,"  and  therefore  the  constitu- 
tional inhibition  against  creating  a  debt  did  not  apply.  The 
act  in  question  was  passed  during  the  late  civil  war,  and  the 
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soundness  and  sufficiency  of  the' latter  ground  of  the  decis- 
ion does  not  admit  of  qu'estion.  The  assembly  that  passed 
the  act  put  the  power  upon  that  ground  in  the  preamble 
thereof.  Mr.  Justice  Rhodes  concurred  specially  in  the 
decision  for  the  same  reason,  and  as  I  understand  him,  ex- 
pressly dissented  from  the  other. 

I  have  never  been  able  to  bring  my  mind  to  assent  to  the 
reasoning  by  which  the  Court  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that 
the  act  in  question  did  not  create  a  debt.  By  means  of  such 
artificial  reasoning  and  unlooked  for  construction  of  popular 
and  plain  terms  and  phrases,  constitutions  may  be  purged 
of  every  prohibition  upon  the  legislative  power  of  taxation 
and  creating  indebtedness,  which  the  wisdom  or  fears  of  the 
people  may  place  in  them. 

These  constitutional  provisions  restraining  the  creation  of 
public  debts  are  the  gradual  outgrowth  of  the  last  twenty  or 
thirty  years.  They  have  been  erected  by  the  peoples  of 
various  States  as  barriers  against  the  creation  of  debt  by  the 
legislature  in  a  time  of  popular  excitement  about  internal 
improvements.  In  the  adoption  of  these  and  kindred  pro- 
visions in  the  Constitution  of  this  State,  the  people  of 
Oregon  supposed  that  they  were  thereby  putting  it  out  of  the 
power  of  the  assembly  and  municipal  corporations,  to  pledge 
the  present  and  future  property  and  labor  of  the  country, 
for  the  payment  or  guarantee  of  stocks  or  bonds  of  private 
corporations  formed  for  building  railways  and  the  like,  for 
the  benefit  primarily  of  a  few  individuals. 

To  say  that  a  sum  of  money  due  or  owing  from  A  to  B,  is 
not  a  debt,  because  A  has  promised  to  appropriate,  or  has 
appropriated,  a  portion  of  his  future  income  to  its  payment, 
is  a  proposition  in  legal  metaphysics  that  I  cannot  compre- 
hend. A  debt  exists  against  the  city  whenever  the  city 
agrees  to  pay  money  in  return  for  services  or  for  money  bor- 
rowed. Every  one  of  these  interest  coupons,  when  isssued 
by  the  mayor  and  auditor  as  presented  in  the  ordinance,  is 
a  promise  by  it  to  pay  to  the  holder  so  much  money.  If 
this  is  not  a  debt,  or  evidence  of  one,  then  an  ordinary 
promissory  note  is  not.     The  fact  that  the  ordinance  appro- 
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priates  money  to  pay  these- coupons,  as  they  fall  due,  makes 
no  difference.  There  is  no  magic  in  the  legislative  formula 
— "there  is  hereby  appropriated."  That  does  not  change 
the  fact  that  the  city  owes  these  coupons,  and  what  it  owes 
to  another  is  a  debt  due  that  other.  Besides,  there  is  no 
money  in  fact  set  apart  by  this  formula  of  appropriation, 
until  it  is  collected. 

The  ordinance,  by  providing  for  the  levy  and  collection  of 
taxes  to  pay  these  coupons,  recognizes  the  fact  that  their 
issue  creates  a  debt  against  the  city,  and  thereby  undertakes 
to  provide  means  of  payment.  But  the  object  of  the  pro- 
hibition in  section  135  of  the  charter  is  to  prevent  the  coun- 
cil from  pledging  the  future  resources  of  the  city  beyond 
the  sum  of  $50,000.  The  language  of -the  prohibition  is  ex- 
plicit and  comprehensive.  It  includes  all  forms  of  indebt- 
edness,' "whether  incurred  by  borrowing  money,  loaning  the 
credit  of  the  city  or  otherwise."  If  this  obligation  to  pay  these 
coupons  is  not  a  debt — is  not  any  form  of  indebtedness  or 
liability — because  the  ordinance  authorizing  their  issue 
promises  that  the  city  will  pay  them  when  due,  then  what  is 
there  to  prevent  the  council  from  contracting  to  pay  the  0. 
C.  E.  Co.  for  furnishing  material  to  build  public  buildings, 
etc.  (always  including  the  transportation  of  all. city  mes- 
sengers), the  sum  of  $100,000  per  annum  for  the  next  one 
hundred  years  ?  If  the  present  limit  of  annual  taxation — 
one  and  a  half  per  centum — would  raise  the  sum,  and  the 
ordinance  so  provided,  and  for  its  appropriation  to  that  end, 
such  a  contract  would  be  every  whit  as  lawful  as  the  one  pro- 
vided for  in  ordinance  468. 

Again,  every  provision  of  the  ordinance,  except  the  part 
making  the  appropriation,  is  void,  by  reason  of  section  128, 
as  above  cited. 

The  idea  contained  in  this  section  was  taken  from  Art. 
yill,  g  7,  of  the  State  Constitution.  The  latter  reads  as 
follows : 

"Laws  making  appropriations  for  the  salaries  of  public 
officers,  and  other  current  expenses  of  the  State,  shall  con- 
tain provisions  on  no  other  subject." 
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In  the  act  of  October  24,  1864,  providing  for  contracting 
with  certain  persons  for  keeping  the  insane,  a  provision  was 
inserted  appropriating  money  to  pay  the  contractors,  as  per 
contract.  In  March,  1864,  on  a  mandamus  to  the  Secretary 
of  State,  Mr.  Justice  Boise,  of  the  Supreme  Court,  decided 
that  the  provision  making  the  appropriation  was  in  coniiict 
with  section  7,  just  cited,  and  therefore  void.  The  prohibi- 
tion in  the  charter  against  combining  appropriations  and 
other  matters  in  the  same  act,  is  more  comprehensive  and 
explicit  than  that  in  the  constitution.  The  former  includes 
all  appropriations  and  declares  the  consequence  of  its 
violation,  namely:  that  all  the  provisions  of  the  ordi- 
nance, except  the  appropriation  shall  be  void.  Under  the 
ruling  of  Mr.  Justice  Boise  (and  I  have  no  doubt  of 
its  correctness),  every  provision  of  this  ordinance  other 
than  the  ones  making  the  appropriations  are  void.  All 
the  provisions  of  the  ordinance  directing  the  issue  of 
bonds  and  coupons,  and  the  levying  of  taxes  and  making 
contracts,  were  enacted  in  plain  violation  of  section  128  of 
the  charter,  and  are  therefore  invalid  and  of  no  force  or 
effect. 

This  ordinance  must  be  held  void  upon  the  double  ground 
that  it  attempts  to  create  a  debt  against  the  city  exceeding 
150,000,  and  that  it  was  enacted  contrary  to  the  prohibition 
in  section  128  of  the  charter. 

The  complainants  are  thus  shown  to  be  entitled  to  the 
temporary  injunction  prayed  for. 

It  may  therefore  issue,  restraining  the  city  of  Portland 
and  its  officers  from  countersigning,  issuing  or  paying  any 
of  said  interest  coupons,  and  from  levying  or  collecting  any 
tax  mentioned  and  provided  in  said  ordinance  upon  or  off 
the  property  of  the  complainants,  in  the  complaint  men- 
tioned, for  the  payment  of  such  coupons;  but  such  injunc- 
tion must  not  in  any  manner  restrain  or  direct  the  defend- 
ants in  the  disposition  and  management  of  the  tax  collected 
under  ordinance  468,  in  the  year  1868.  So  far  as  appears, 
the  complainants  paid  their  portion  of  this  levy  voluntarily, 
and  they  cannot  now  recover  it  back.     It  is  no  longer  their 
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individual  money.  It  has  passed  into  the  city  treasury, 
and  become  municipal  property  or  funds.  The  complain- 
ants, as  individuals,  cannot  maintain  any  proceeding  in 
Court  to  prevent  any  appropriation  of  this  money  whatever. 
If  any  illegal  appropriation  of  it  is  attempted  or  threatened, 
it  can  only  be  restrained  upon  the  complaint  or  information 
of  some  one  who  represents  the  whole  public,  to  whom  it 
belongs. 

John  H.  Mitchel,  for  complainants. 

W.  Lair  Hill  &  Addison,  C.  Gibbs,  for  defendants. 


DISTEICT  COURT,  DKCEMBEE  19,  1868. 

THE  UNITED  STATES  v.  A.  S.  MEECEE,  S.  B.  PAEEISH, 
GEOEGE  A.  LADD  AND  H.  W.  EAPPELEYE. 

On  an  indictment  for  smuggling,  the  defendant's  recognizance  was  forfeited 
for  failure  to  appear  for  trial  according  to  the  condition  thereof;  afterwards 
the'defendant  appeared  and  submitted  to  a  tiial,  but  the  jury  being  unable 
to  agree,  were  discharged  without  giving  a  verdict;  on  an  application' by 
such  defendant,  under  section  6  of  the  act  of  February  28,  1839  (S'Stat. 
322),  to  the  Court,  for  the  remission  of  such  forfeiture;  Seld,  that  it  ap- 
pearing to  the  Court  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  the  crime  charged, 
and  that  the  amount  forfeited  was  not  commensurate  with  the  punishment 
deserved,  that  public  justice  required  the  forfeiture  to  be  enforced. 

Deady,  J.  This  is  an  application  by  the  defendant,  Mer- 
cer, to  the  Court,  to  remit  the  penalty  of  $3,000  incurred 
by  his  bail,  Levi  Anderson,  W.  H.  Gray  and  Philip  John- 
son, on  account  of  Mercer's  failure  to  appear  for  trial  in  May 
last  according  to  their  undertaking  for  him. 

The  application  is  made  under  section  6  of  the  act  of 
February  28,  1839  (5  Stat.,  322),  which  reads  as  foUows: 

"In  all  cases  of  recognizance  in  criminal  cases  taken  for, 
or  in,  or  returnable  to,  the  Courts  of  the  United  States, 
which  shall  be  forfeited  by  a  breach  of  the  condition  there- 
of, the  said  Court  for  or  in  which  the  same  shall  be  so  taken. 
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or  to  wMch  the  same  shall  be  returnable,  shall  have  author- 
ity in  their  discretion  to  remit  the  whole  or  a .  part  of  the 
penalty,  lohenever  it  shall  appear  to  the  Court  that  tJiere  has 
ieen  no  willful  default  of  the  parties,  and  that  a  trial  can  not- 
tcithstanding  he  had  in  the  cause,  and  that  public  justice  does 
not  otherwise  require  the  same  penalty  to  he  executed  or  en- 
forced." 

The  circumstances  out  of  which  the  forfeiture  arose  and 
attendant  upon  it  are  as  follows : 

In  May,  1867,  the  defendant,  Mercer,  having  been  com- 
mitted by  Commissioner  Wilcox  upon  a  charge  of  smuggling, 
Messrs.  Anderson,  Gray  and  Eobinson  became  bound  as  his 
bail  in  the  sum  of  $3,000. 

On  July  3,  1867,  Mercer  and  four  others  were  indicted  by 
the  grand  jury  of  this  district,  for  smuggling  five  one  eighth 
casks  of  brandy  and  four  barrels  of  wine  and  ten  of  whisky, 
into  this  district  from  the  foreign  port  of  Victoria;  and  that 
in  November,  1867,  Mercer  and  his  co-defendants,  except 
one,  were  arraigned  and  tried  upon  the  charges  in  the  in- 
dictment, and  the  jury,  being  unable  to  agree  upon  the  guilt 
or  innocence  of  the  defendants,  were  discharged  without 
giving  a  verdict. 

In  May,  1868,  the  cause  was  again  brought  on  for  trial, 
when  Mercer  made  default  and  did  not  appear  according  to 
the  obligation  of  the  undertaking  of  his  bail;  at  the  same 
time  his  three  co-defendants  were  put  on  trial,  and  the  jury 
being  again  unable  to  agree,  as  before,  were  discharged  and 
a  nolle  prosequi  entered  as  to  such  defendants. 

On  May  15,  and  after  the  default  of  Mercer,  the  United 
States  commenced  an  action  against  Mercer's  bail  to  recover 
the  penalty  mentioned  in  their  undertaking. 

In  July  following  judgment  was  given  for  the  plaintiffs  in 
the  action  for  want  of  answer  for  the  sum  of  |3,000  and 
costs  and  expenses — but  execution  not  to  issue  thereon  ex- 
cept by  leave  of  the  Court.  This  judgment  was  not  entered 
■until  the  November  following. 

In  July,  1868,  Mercer  appeared  in  Court,  and  upon  the 
motion  of  the  United  States  and  the  counsel  of  Mercer,  the 
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criminal  action  pending  against  him  was  continued  until  the 
November  term. 

In  December  following  Mercer  appeared  and  submitted 
to  trial  on  the  charges  in  this  indictment,  and  the  jury  being 
unable  to  agree  as  to  his  guilt  or  innocence,  was  discharged 
without  giving  a  verdict;  and  thereupon  a  nolle  prosequi  was 
entered  as  to  Mercer. 

On  July  6,  1868,  Mercer  made  application  for  the  remis- 
sion of  the  penalty  incurred  by  his  bail  upon  the  grounds 
stated  in  his  affidavit  accompanying  the  application.  The 
application  was  continued  by  the  Court  to  await  the  result 
of  the  criminal  action.  This  latter  having  been  disposed 
of,  the  application  has  been  heard  and  submitted  to  the 
Court  for  its  action. 

In  his  affidavit  in  support  of  his  prayer  for  remission, 
Mercer  states  that  it  was  his  intention  to  have  been  present 
to  answer  to  the  indictment  in  May,  1868,  when  the  second 
trial  took  place,  and  had  made  his  preparations  accordingly, 
but  that  he  "was  taken  sick  with  the  lung  fever  and  rendered 
unable  to  undertake  the  journey  from  New  York,  where  I 
had  been  on  business  to  this  place,"  (meaning  Portland,  I 
suppose);  and  that  his  absence  as  aforesaid  was  caused 
solely  by  his  sickness  and  inability  to  attend  as  aforesaid. 

From  this  it  appears  that  Mercer  left  Oregon  and  went  to 
New  York  after  his  trial  in  November,  1867,  well  knowing 
that  his  bail  had  undertaken  that  he  should  be  here  in  May 
following,  when  the  action  was  set  for  re-trial.  To  say  the 
least  of  it,  this  conduct  looks  as  if  Mercer  was  willing  to 
put  his  baU  to  great  unnecessary  risk,  and  that  he  regarded 
his  obligation  to  be  here,  present  in  Court  in  May,  as  a 
matter  altogether  secondary  to  such  business  or  speculations 
as  he  might  have  or  find  in  New  York.  In  other  words,  if 
business  permitted  he  would  return  and  be  present,  if  not, 
then  he  would  not.  No  reason,  urgent  or  otherwise,  is 
shown  for  Mercer's  going  to  New  York  instead  of  remaining 
here  to  await  his  trial.  Absence  under  such  circumstances, 
even  where  sickness  is  shown  to  be  the  proximate  cause, 
borders  closely  upon  willful  default. 
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But  from  the  statement  of  "  Kobert  H.  Hannah,  M.D." 
Mercer  appears  to  haYe  been  taken  sick  about  April  21. 
This  was  only  twelve  days  before  he  was  required  to  be 
present  in  this  Court.  He  covild  not  have  come  here  at 
that  time  in  less  than  twenty  days — certainly  not  in  twelve. 
So  it  may  be  inferred  that  Mercer  did  not  intend  to  be 
present,  or  he  would  have  been  far  on  the  road  hither,  when 
it  is  said  that  he  was  taken  sick  in  New  York,  and  thereby 
detained  there  aga^inst  his  will  and  purpose. 

The  appearance  of  the  paper  purporting  to  be  signed  by 
"  Robert  H.  Hannah,  M.D.,"  is  calulated  to  excite  suspicion 
as  to  its  authenticity.  It  bears  evident  marks  of  having 
been  changed  from  a  simple  certificate  to  an  affidavit.  The 
body  of  it  is  in  the  handwriting  of  the  person  purporting  to 
be  Dr.  Hannah.  It  commences,  "New  York,  May  27,  1868. 
This  may  certify  that  I,  Robert  H.  Hannah,  a  practicing 
physician  in  the  city  of  New  York,  was  called  upon  to  visit 
A.  S.  Mercer,  of  Oregon,"  etc.  Just  below  the  signature  a 
five  cent  stamp  is  placed  and  duly  cancelled  by  Doctor 
Hannah,  on  May  27,  1868.  After  this  was  done,  it  appears 
that  some  one  took  the  certificate  in  hand,  to  make  an 
affidavit  of  it.  For  this  purpose  there  was  written  at  the 
top  of  the  page,  and  in  the  left  hand  corner — "  State  of  New 
York,  City  and  County  of  New  York."  A  line  was  then 
drawn  through  the  words  "  This  may  certify  that."  A  little 
further  on  and  between  the  words  "New  York"  and  "was 
called"  a  carat  (a)  was  placed,  and  the  words,  "  being  duly 
sworn  say  that  I,"  interlined  over  it.  On  the  margin  oppo- 
site this  interlineation  are  the  capital  letters,  E.  L.  0.,  N. 
P.,  apparently  intended  as  the  initials  of  Edward  L.  Owen, 
Notary  Public,  whose  official  seal  and  signature  appears 
below  the  writing,  affixed  to  the  following  jurat — "Sworn 
to  before  me  this  third  day  of  May,  1868."  All  these  inter- 
lineations and  additions  to  the  original  certificate,  are  in 
one  handwriting.  The  signature  of  the  notary  is  probably 
in  the  same  hand,  but  -vvritten  with  a' different  pen  and  ink. 
The  supposed  notary  is  made  to  certify  that  he  swore 
Robert  H.  Hannah   to  this  writing  on  May  tJdrd,  while  in 
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the  same  writing  Hannali  states  that  he  had  visited  Jlercer 
as  late  as  May  23d. 

Hannah's  signature  appears  from  the.  date  of  the  cancella- 
tion of  the  stamp  and  the  one  written  at  the  head  of  the 
paper,  to  have  been  made  on  May  27,  while  according  to 
the  jurat  of  this  supposed  Notary  it  was  sworn  to  before 
him  on  the  third  day  of  the  same  month — just  twenty-four 
days  before.  The  writing  is  made  upon  a  sheet  of  letter 
paper,  and  it  is  not  likely  that  it  was  prepared  by  a  notary, 
who  would  have  used  legal  cap.  It  may  be  said  that  Hannah 
may  have  first  prepared  it  as  his  certificate,  and  that  after- 
wards he  went  before  the  notary  to  swear  to  it.  This  is 
possible,  but  it  is  quite  probable  that  upon  such  application 
the  notary  would  have  rewritten  the  matter,  rather  than  to 
have  blotted  and  interlined  this  one,  in  the  manner  that  it 
is.  It  does  not  contain  over  100  words  and  the  labor  of  re- 
writing it,  even  if  more  than  that  of  blotting  and  interlining 
it,  would  hate  been  but  a  trifie.  It  is  not  business-like  or 
professional  for  a  notary  to  put  his  official  seal  and  signa- 
ture to  an  instrument,  having  the  suspicious  appearance 
that  this  has,  to  be  used  as  evidence,  particularly  at  a  great 
distance  from  where  he  resides. 

Again  the  jurat  does  not  state  that  the  writing  was  sub- 
scribed before  the  notary,  but  only  that  it  was  sworn  to  be- 
fore him.  Any  fellow  might  have  been  picked  up  in  the 
streets  of  New  York  and  taken  before  the  notary  and  sworn 
to  the  writing.  It  ought  to  appear  from  the  jurat  that 
Robert  H.  Hannah  swore  to  it. 

These  suspicious  circumstances  could  not  have  escaped 
the  notice  of  counsel  who  presented  this  application.  Not- 
withstanding this,  the  paper  has  been  submitted  in  support 
of  the  application,  without  a  word  of  explanation,  from 
which  I  infer  that  no  explanation  favorable  to  the  authentic- 
ity or  character  of  the  writing  could  be  made. 

The  certificate  of  a  physician  is  not  evidence.  It  is  merely 
hearsay.  A  physician  must  give  his  testimony  under  the 
sanction  of  an  oath,  as  in  the  case  of  men  in  general. 
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This  writing  then,  even- if  admitted  to  be  the  genuine  cer- 
tificate of  "Eobert  H.  Hannah,  M.D.,"  is  not  legal  evidence 
of  the  facts  stated  in  it.  As  to  its  being  his  affidavit,  I 
have  very  serious  doubts. 

But  waiving  these  questions  and  even  admitting  for  the 
moment  that  Mercer's  default  was  not  willful,  did  it  preju- 
dice the  United  States  in  the  trial  of  the  cause  ?  I  am  in- 
clined to  thini  that  this  question  ought  to  be  answered  in 
the  affirmative,  but  of  this  I  would  not  be  positive. 

No  testimony  was  lost  between  the  trials  in  May  and  De- 
cember, that  I  am  aware  of.  But  the  defendants  being 
separated  ia  their  trials  by  the  absence  of  Mercer  in  May, 
the  force  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution  was  weakened 
thereby.  Upon  such  trial  the  party  or  parties  not  on  trial 
were  pointed  out  to  the  jury  by  the  defence  as  a  scape-goat 
upon  which  they  might  safely  lay  the  whole  guilt  of  the 
transaction  which  was  the  subject  of  the  indictment.  Delay 
is  the  usual  defence  of  the  guilty.  If  nothing  else  happens 
by  the  lapse  of  time,  at  least  the  accusation  becomes  stale, 
and  of  less  and  less  public  concern.  Juries  are  not  so 
readUy  or  deeply  afi'ected  by  the  moral  turiptude  of  the 
transaction  complained  of,  and  are  more  reluctant  to  con- 
vict, even  when  the  law  and  evidence  require  that  they 
should.  Honest  witnesses  forget  many  of  the  striking  in- 
cidents and  details  of  their  story,  so  that  their  evidence 
loses  much  of  I  its  original  force  and  effect,  while  dishonest 
and  interested  ones  have  the  temptation  and  opportunity  to 
exaggerate  or  invent  circumstances  to  secure  the  acquittal 
of  the  accused. 

That  causes  like  these  have  worked  together  to  prevent 
Mercer  from  being  found  guilty  at  the  last  trial  upon  some  of 
the  counts  in  the  indictment,  there  is  much  reason  to  believe. 

But  the  important  question  in  this  application  arises 
under  the  words  of  the  statute,  which  in  effect  provides, 
that  although  the  default  was  not  willful,  and  the  United 
States  was  not  prejudiced  in  the  trial  of  the  cause,  still,  if 
the  ends  of  public  justice  otherwise  require  that  the  penalty 
should  be  exacted  or  enforced,  the  Court  must  not  remit  it. 
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It  appears  to  me,  from  the  evidence  produced  on  the  trial 
of  this  cause  before  the  Jury,  that  the  ends  of  public  justice 
do  require  that  the  penalty  should  not  be  remitted.  The 
end  and  object  of  public  justice  is  to  convict  and  punish  the 
guilty.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Mercer,  while  acting  as 
deputy-collector  of  customs  for  this  district,  assisted  some 
or  all  of  the  other  defendants  to  smuggle  the  four  barrels  of 
wine  and  two  of  whisky  into  this  district,  as  charged  in  the 
indictment. 

On  January  25,  1867,  the  steamer  Fideliter  entered  at 
Astoria  from  Victoria.  On  her  manifest  there  were  eleven 
barrels  of  dog-fish  oil,  shipped  at  Victoria,  V.  I.,  by  S. 
Sargent  to  S.  Sargent,  at  Portland,  Oregon.  The  manifest 
of  cargo  contained  no  mention  of  any  liquors,  or  of  any 
other  barrels,  except  some  barrels  of  salmon. 

Mercer,  with  two  inspectors,  came  up  on  the  Fideliter  to 
Portland.  WhUe  here,  he  professes  to  have  received  the 
entry  for  consumption  of  these  eleven  barrels  of  oil  by  H. 
L.  Gowan,  and  he  certifies  on  such  entry  that  H.  L.  Gowan 
came  before  him  and  subscribed  and  swore  to  the  affidavit 
in  the  entry.  H.  L.  Gowan  had  not  power  or  authority  to 
make  this  entry.  He  was  not  shown  to  have  been  the  agent 
of  the  owner  and  consignee  Sargent,  and  therefore  Mercer, 
is  shown  to  have  violated  the  law  and  instructions  in  re- 
ceiving the  entry  or  allowing  Gowan  to  make  it  even  if  it 
was  genuine.  This  is  a  suspicious  circuinstance.  But  I 
cannot  go  over  the  testimony  in  detail.  In  my  judgment, 
"H.  L.  Gowan"  is  a  fiction,  and  no  such  person  ever  ap- 
peared before  Mercer  and  made  this  entry  or  oath.  His 
certificate  to  that  effect  is  willfully  and  corruptly  false.  The 
entry  is  false  and  was  probably  made  by  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, who  filled  up  the  printed  form  of  entry,  and  signed  it 
with  the  fictitious  name  of  H.  L.  Gowan.  Diligent  inquiry 
has  been  made  in  this  and  surrounding  counties  for  the  past 
eighteen  months  for  such  a  man  as  H.  L.  Gowan,  but  he 
has  never  been  heard  of,  or  shown  to  have  ever  existed. 

Of  these   eleven  barrels,  imported  by  the  assistance  of 
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Mercer  as  dog-fish  oil,  four  contained  wine  and  two  whisky. 
They  w,ere  afterwards  seized,  condemned  and  sold  by  the 
government.  These  eleven  barrels  were  inspected  on  the 
wharf  under  the  immediate  supervision  and  with  the  assist- 
ance of  Mercer.  Two  barrels,  which  actually  contained  oil, 
were  selected  for  inspection,  one  by  the  inspector,  with 
Mercer's  consent,  and  the  other  by  himself.  The  barrels 
when  roUed  on  the  wharf  were  placed  on  one  side,  and  the 
inspection  of  them  was  delayed  until  Mercer  directed  it  to 
be  done  and  took  part  it.  Mercer  had  authority  to  inspect 
these  barrels,  but  it  was  not  his  duty  while  the  two  inspect- 
ors were  present.  He  is  not  shown  to  have  inspected  or 
participated  in  the  inspection  of  any  other  portion  of  the 
cargo.  His  business  was  to  receive  the  entries  and  collect 
the  duties.  These  barrels  were  hauled  off  the  wharf  soon 
after  they  were  inspected  under  the  direction  of  one  of  the 
defendants,  without  any  permit,  written  or  verbal,  from 
the  deputy  being  exhibited  or  communicated  to  the  in- 
spectors. 

The  fact  that  four  barrels  of  wine  and  two  of  whisky  were 
smuggled  into  the  district  in  January,  1867,  is  established 
beyond  controversy  by  the  decree  condemning  them  as  for- 
feited to  the  government  for  that  cause.  The  evidence 
shows  that  six  barrels  seized  and  condemned  were  a  part  of 
the  eleven  described  in  the  entry  purporting  to  have  been 
made  before  Mercer  by  H.  L.  Gowan,  on  January  28,  1867. 
This  alone  proves  the  entry  to  have  been  untrue — that  the 
barrels  did  not  all  contain  oil.  But  when  we  consider  that 
the  entry  is  in  the  handwriting  of  one  of  the  defendants,  and 
that  no  such  person  as  H.  L.  Gowan  exists  or  made  such 
entry,  the  conclusion  is  irresistible  that  Mercer  willfully  and 
corruptly  assisted  to  smuggle  these  foreign  liquors  into  the 
district. 

The  statute  defining  this  crime — act  of  July  18,  1866,  § 
4  (14  Stat.  179) — prescribes  the  maximum  punishment  at  a 
fine  of  15,000  and  ten  years  of  imprisonment.  This  penalty 
sought  to  be  remitted  is  far  below  the  medium  punishment. 
The  crime  committed  by  Mercer  is  an  aggravated  one,  be- 
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cause  at  the  time,  lie  was  in  the  pay  and  trust  of  the  govern- 
ment as  an  officer  of  the  customs,  for  the  purpose  pi  pre- 
venting just  such  frauds  upon  the  government. 
The  application  for  the  remission  is  denied. 

William  Strong,  for  the  application. 

W.  W.  Page,  contra. 


DISTRICT  COURT,  DECEMBER  26,  1868. 
In  re  J.  J.  WALTON  AND  C.  W.  WALTON. 

Proof  of  a  debt  against  a  partnership  should  not  be  Joined  with  proof  of  a 
debt  against  an  individual  partner. 

Proof  of  a  debt  should  show  with  reasonable  certainty  whether  it  was  con- 
tracted by  a  partnership  or  the  individual  partners. 

A  claim  not  duly  proved  must  be  rejected;  and  a  claim  is  not  duly  proved 
unless  it  appears  from  the  statement  of  the  deponent  thereto,  that  a  debt 
exists  which  the  creditor  has  a  present  right  to  have  paid  out  of  the  estate 
of  the  bankrupt. 

Deadt,  J.  Motion  by  the  assignee  to  expunge  the  claim 
of  E.  P.  Coleman  from  the  list  of  claims  proved  against  the 
estate  of  said  bankrupts. 

The  proof  of  the  claims  in  question  was  made  by  the 
creditor  in  person,  July  28,  1868.     It  substantially  states: 

That  at  and  before  the  filing  of  the  petition  herein,  J.  J. 
and  C.  W.  Walton,  were  and  still  are  indebted  to  the  de- 
ponent in  the  sum  of  $159 — balance  due  on  a  promissory 
note,  given  to  bankrupt  about  March  1,  1868,  for  money 
loaned  said  bankrupts;  also,  that  at  and  before  the  filing  of 
said  petition,  C.  W.  Walton  was  and  still  is  indebted  to  de- 
ponent in  the  sum  of  $178,  on  account  for  wines  and  liquors 
sold  said  C.  W.  Walton  in  1867  and  1868. 

Then  follows  the  proper  allegation  as  to  whether  the  de- 
ponent had  received  satisfaction  or  security  for  such  sums 
or  any  part  thereof. 
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In  conclusion  the  proof  states,  as  required  by  the  act 
( §  22,)  that  said  claims  or  either  of  them  were  not  procured  for 
the  purpose  of  influencing  the  proceedings  under  the  Bank- 
rupt Act,  and  that  no  bargain,  etc.,  has  been  made,  etc.,  by 
deponent  "to  sell,  transfer,  or  dispose  of  said  claim  or  any 
part  thereof  against  said  bankrupt,"  etc. 

The  grounds  of  the  motion  are  substantially  these: 

1.  That  proof  is  informal. 

2.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  proof  whether  the  claim 
for  borrowed  money  is  intended  to  be  proved  against  the 
individaal  estate  of  the  bankrupts  or  against  the  estate  of 
the  partnership,  consisting  of  J.  J.  and  C.  W.  Walton,  and 
known  as  J.  J.  Walton  and  son;  and 

3.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  proof  whether  the  claim 
for  wines  and  liquors  is  intended  to  be  proved  against  the 
partnership  estate  or  the  individual  estate  of  C.  W.  Walton. 

The  first  objection  to  the  proof  is  weU  taken.  Here  are 
two  distinct  debts  against  different  estates  included  in  one 
proof  or  deposition.  When  parties  are  adjudged  bankrupts, 
the  result  is  or  may  be  that  several  distinct  estates  are  to 
be  administered  in  that  proceeding.  First,  there  is  the 
estate  and  debts  of  the  company  or  partnership,  and  then 
the  separate  estate  and  debts  of  each  individual  included  in 
the  partnership.  Proof  of  a  debt  against  either  of  these 
estates  ought  not  to  include  or  be  joined  with  the  proof  of 
a  debt  against  either  of  the  others.  The  act  (§  36)  provides 
that  all  the  creditors  of  the  company  and  the  separate 
creditors  of  each  partner,  shall  be  allowed  to  prove  their 
respective  debts,"  and  that  a  separate  account  shall  be  kept 
of  the  partnership  property  "  and  of  the  separate  estate  of 
each  member  thereof." 

The  reasonable  inference  from  these  and  similar  pro- 
visions contained  in  section  36  is,  that  these  partnership 
and  individual  estates  are  to  be  administered  separately, 
and  therefore  the  proof  of  a  debt  or  debts  against  either 
should  not  be  joined  with  the  like  proof  against  another. 
Besides,  there  is  nothing  elsewhere  in  the  act  or  in  the  Gen- 
eral Orders  or  Forms  that  countenances  the  contrary  practice. 
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By  the  second  and  third  objections  the  question  is  raised 
whether  the  proof  is  sufficiently  certain  or  not. 

The  claim  for  money  loaned  is  not  proved  against  the 
partnership  of  J.  J.  Walton  and  son,  but  against  the  indi- 
viduals who  constitute  'that  partnership.  The  consideration 
of  the  debt  is  stated  to  be  money  loaned  J.  J.  and  C.  W. 
Walton.  The  probable  inference  is  that  it  was  loaned  to 
them  as  individuals,  and  that  their  individual  estates  are 
liable  for  it,  but  not  the  partnership  estate — at  least  until 
the  partnership  debts  are  first  satisfied.  But  another  infer- 
ence may  be  drawn  from  the  statement  in  the  proof,  and 
from  other  circumstances  it  is  highly  probable  that  the 
creditor  intended  to  prove  this  debt  against  the  partnership 
estate.  In  this  respect  the  proof  is  uncertain.  If  intended 
to  establish  a  debt  against  the  partnership  estate,  it  should 
state  that  the  firm  or  company,  describing  it  by  its  firm 
name  and  the  individuals  who  composed  it — was  indebted  to 
the  creditor,  and  how  and  for  what  amount.  As  to  the  claim 
for  wines  and  liquors,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  stated  with  suf- 
ficient certainty  in  this  particular.  It  is  stated  that  C.  W. 
Walton  is  indebted  to  the  creditor  for  articles  sold  him. 
This  is  plainly  the  proof  of  a  debt  against  the  separate  es- 
tate of  0.  W.  Walton  only. 

But  the  proof  does  not  state  that  the  deponent  had  not 
bargained  to  sell  either  of  the  claims  stated,  but  only  "said 
claim  against  said  bankrupt."  This  allegation,  whatever  was 
intended  by  the  deponent,  only  includes  one  claim,  and  that 
the  one  against  a  single  person.  The  only  claim  stated 
which  answers  to  this  description  is  the  one  against  C.W. 
Walton.  The  other  claim  is  stated  to  be  against  the  bank- 
rupts— both  father  and  son.  Then  as  to  the  claim  for 
money  loaned  to  J.  J.  and  C.  W.  Walton  there  is  in  the 
proof,  no  allegation  that  deponent  had  not  bargained  to  sell 
or  dispose  of  it. 

By  the  act  (§22),  the  Court  is  required   "to  reject  all 
claims  noi  d^dy  proved." 

A  claim  may  be  said  to  be  duly  proved  when  the  statements 
of  the  deponent,  if  true,   establish  prima  facie  the  existence 


JANUAHY,  1869.  513 


In  re  Max  Muller  and  Max  Brentano. 


of  the  debt,'  and  the  present  right  of  the  creditor  to  payment 
of  the  same  out  of  the  estate  of  the  bankrupt.  But  a  claim 
is  not  duly  proven  when  any  allegation  which  thfe  act  requires 
to  be  made  in  the  proof  concerning  it  is  omitted— as  that 
the  creditor  has  not  bargained  to  sell  or  dispose  of  it;  or 
where  the  proof  is  not  made  in  conformity  with  the  forms 
prescribed  and  the  rules  and  practice  of  the  Court. 
The  motion  is  allowed;  let  the  proof  be  expunged. 

3T.  W.  FecTiheimer,  for  motion. 
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The  prohibition  of  "  fui-ther  proceedings"  in  the  last  clause  of  section  40 
of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  applies  only  to  the  direct  proceedings  upon*  the  peti- 
tion, aifid  not  to  collateral  proceedings  by  or  against  third  persons,  or  eyen 
the  debtor. 

Under  a  wai-rant  to  take  possession  of  the  property  of  the  debtor,  the 
messenger  is  authorized  to  take  such  property  in  whosoever  hands  he 
may  find  it^  and  if  by  mistake,  or  otherwise,  he  should  take  property  not 
'  belonging  to  the  debtor,  it  is  no  ground  for  discharging  the  warrant  or 
■vacating  Uie  order  for  its  allowance;  but  the  party  aggrieved  by  such 
wrongful  seizure  has  his  remedy  against  the  of&cer  making  it. 

Injunctions  and  warrants  may  be  allowed  and  issued  under  section  iO  of  the 
Bankrupt  Act  without  notice  to  the  adverse  party. 

The  Court  takes  judicial  notice  of  the  Acts  of  Congress,  and  they  need  not  be 
set  forth  or  referred  to  in  any  proceeding  before  it. 

The  warrant  provided  for  '  in  section  40  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  may  issue 
agaipst  the  person  and  property  of  the  debtor,  or  either  of  them. 

The  jurisdiction  of  the  Bankrupt  Court  to  enjoin  third  persons  from  inter- 
fering with  the  goods  of  the  debtor,  or  to  issue  a  warrant  to  take  pro- 
visional possession  of  them,  does  not  depend  upon  the  service  of  a  debtor 
of  a  proper  order  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  adjudged  a  bank- 
rupt, but  upon  the  filing  of  a  petition  in  bankruptcy  against  such  debtor. 

A  petition  which  states  that  the  debtor  committed  the  alleged  acts  of  bank- 
ruptcy, "within  six  calendar  months  next  preceding  the  date  thereof , " 
and  on  or  about  a  certain  day  therein,  is  sufficiently  certain  in  this  re- 
spect; and  as  to  third  persons,  in  collateral  proceedings,  the  allegation  is 
sufficient  without  the  mention  of  a  particular  day. 

The  allegations  in  the  petition  concerning  the  existence  of  the  debt,  or  the 
commission  of  the  acts  of  bankruptcy,  need  not  be  made  upon  the  personal 
34 
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knowledge  of  the  petitioner;  butsemftte,  that  the  deposition- thereto  should 
be  made  upon  the  kndwledge  of  the  depoi^ent,  or  disclose  the  grounds  of 
his  belief,  or  the  sources  of  his  information. 

The  Bankrupt  Act  should  be  construed  so  as  not  to  permit  a  petition  in  bank- 
ruptcy to  be  maintained  by  a  creditor,  who  became  such  after  the  com- 
mission of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  complained  of. 

It  is  sufficient  if  the  debt  of  the  petitioner  existed  at  the  date  of  the  commis- 
sion of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  although  not  then  due. 

Upon  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction  in  bankruptcy  against  third  per- 
sons, such  persons  cannot  be  heard  to  object  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  peti- 
tion or  the  proof  of  debt,  or  acts  of  bankruptcy. 

The  Bankrupt  Act  is  remedial,  and  should  be  construed  "  with  a  view  to 
effect  its  objects,  and  promote  justice"  between  a  debtor  and  his  creditors. 

Deady,  J.  On  December  7,  1868,  a  petition  was  filed  in 
this  Court  by  Benjamin  Price,  a  creditor  of  the  above  named 
M.  and  B.  praying  that  they  be  adjudged  bankrupts. 

•  The  claim  is  stated  to  be  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  the 
alleged  bankrupts  "Vithin  the  last  two  years  past,"  of  the* 
value  of  $3,907. 

Three  acts  of  bankruptcy  are  charged: 

1.  That  said  M.  and  B.  being  traders  under  the  firm 
name  of  Muller  and  Brentano,  and  being  bankrupt,  etc., 
on  November  7,  1868,  sold,  transferred,  etc.,  their  mer- 
chandise, accounts  and  assets  to  Baum  and  Wolgennant 
with  intent  to  defeat,  etc.,  the  operation  of  the  Bankrupt  Act. 

2.  That  said  M.  and  B.  on  the  date  aforesaid,  made  the 
transfer  aforesaid  to  B.  and  W.  with  intent  to  delay,  de- 
froud  and  hinder  their  creditors;  and 

3.  That  said  M.  and  B.  on  November  10,  1868,  paid 
John  Anderson,  one  of  their  creditors,  with  intent  to  there- 

,  by  give  a  preference  to  such  Anderson,  and  defeat  and 
delay  the  operation  of  the  Bankrupt  Act. 

The  proof  of  debt  is  made  by  the  petitioning  creditor, 
and  states  that  the  debt  was  due  on  and  before  November 
23,  1868. 

The  proof  of  the  acts  of  bankruptcy  is  made  by  the  at- 
torney in  fact  of  the  petitioner  (who  resides  in  San  Fran- 
cisco), William  J.  Hyland. 

It  states  that  on  or  about  November  7,  1868,  M.  and  B. 
had  in  store  at  Jacksonville,  Oregon,  merchandise  of  the 
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value  of  $35,000,  and  that  at  the  same  time  there  was  due 
them  from  solvent  persons  in  the  vicinity  of  Jacksonville, 
debts  of  the  value  of  $12,000;  and  that  on  said  last  men- 
tioned date,  said  M.  and  B,,  with  the  intent  and  purpose 
alleged  in  the  petition,  fraudulently  sold  and  transferred 
all  their  stock  in  trade  and  things  in  action  to  B.  and  W. 
aforesaid. 

That  said  B.  and  W.  were  the  cousins  of  M.  and  B.,  and 
the  latter  was  their  clerk,  and  without  means,  save  a  small, 
sum  dije  him  from  M.  and  B.  for  services  as  clerk;  and  that 
the  means  of  Baum  was  not  at  all  adequate  or  sufficient  to 
make  the  purchase  aforesaid. 

That  such  sale  and  transfer  was  without  consideration, 
except  the  small  sum  due  Wolgennant,  and  that  said  B.  and 
W.  conspired  with  M.  and  B.  by  means  of  such  pretended 
and  fraudulent  sale  and  transfer,  to  defraud  the  creditors  of 
said  M.  and  B.  and  defeat  the  operation  of  the  Bankrupt 
Act. 

Thft  said  B.  and  W.  are  wholly  irresponsible,  that  they 
are  disposing  of  such  merchandise  below  its  value,  and  at 
auction,  and  are  collecting  the  debts  due  M.  and  B. ;  and 
if  not  prevented,  will  dispose  of  said  property,  so  that  the 
creditors  of  said  M.  and  B.  will  receive  no  benefit  there- 
from. 

That  M.  and  B.  are  indebted  to  persons  in  San  Francisco 
to  the  amount  of  about  $35,000,  and  to  other  persons  in  the 
State  of  Oregon,  a  further  large  sum,  to  affiant  unknown. 

That  these  parties  all  reside  at  Jacksonville,  within  a  day's 
journey  of  California,  and  that  if  B.  and  W.  are  suffered  to 
remain  in  possession  of  the  property  it  will  be  disposed  of, 
and  the  parties  will  leave  the  State  and  go  beyond  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  with  the  proceeds;  and  that  said  M. 
and  B.  are  about  to  depart  from  the  State  and  will  do  so, 
unless  prevented  by  the  order  and  warrant  of  this  Court. 

On  December  9,  on  the  application  of  counsel  for  the 
petitioning  creditor,  an  order  to  show  cause — form  No.  57 — 
was  allowed;  and  also  an  order  directing  the  issuance  of  a 
writ  of  injunction  forbidding  M.    and  B.  and  B.  and  M. 
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from  interfering  witli  or  disposing  of  the  property  and  ac- 
counts of  the  alleged  bankrupts,  and  also'  of  a  warrant  com- 
manding the  Marshal  to  take  possession  of  such  property, 
and  keep  the  same  until  the  further  order  of  the  Court. 

On  December  29,  B.  and  W.  by  their  attorney,  filed  a 
motion  to  dissolve-  the  injunction,  and  to  discharge  the 
property  from  the  warrant.  The  motion  is  made  upon  the 
papers  already  mentioned  in  the  case,  and  the  affidavit  of 
0.  Jacobs,  of  Jacksonville. 

The  affiant  states  that  he  knows  the  parties,  and  that  the 
injunction  and  warrant  herein  were  served  about  December 
15,  1868.  That  the  goods  and  merchandise  formerly  be- 
longing to  M.  and  B.,  were  at  the  service  of  said  injunction 
in  the  exclusive  possession  of  B.  and  W.,  as  purchasers 
from  said  M.  and  B.,  and  had  been  in  such  exclusive  pos- 
session since  November  7,  1868;  and  that  said  goods  and. 
merchandise  were  taken  from  the  possession  of  B.  and  W. 
by  the  messenger,  under  the  warrant  aforesaid;  and  that 
they  are  of  the  value  of  about  $25,000. 

The  grounds  of  the  motion  are  set  forth  therein  as  fol- 
lows : 

1.  There  was  no  authority  for  the  Marshal  or  messenger 
to  seize  property  in  the  hands  of  these  parties. 

2.  The  writ  of  injunction  and  drder  to  take  possessi6n 
were  issued  without  notice. 

3.  The  order  to  take  possession  of  goods  was  not  made 
under  any  law  of  the  United  States. 

4.  The  notice  to  show  cause  was  and  is  returnable  in. 
January,  1868 — a  date  prior  to  the  act  of  bankruptcy  com- 
plained of. 

5.  The  petition  fails  to  show  at  what  time  the  act  of  , 
bankruptcy  was  committed. 

6.  The  charge,  of  bankruptcy  is  made  upon  information 
and  belief — there  being  no  positive  charge. 

7.  The  proof  of  ■  indebtedness  does  not  show  that  the 
debt  of  petitioning  creditor  existed  at  the  time  the  alleged 
act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed. 
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Counsel  for  tlie  petitioning  creditor  objects  to  the  hear- 
ing of  the  motion  at  this  time,  because,  the  order  to  show 
cause  not  being  returned,  there  is  no  proof  before  the  Court 
that  it  has  been  served  upon  the  debtors. 

In  support  of  this  objection,  he  cites  the  last  clause  of 
section  40  of  the  act.  I  do  not  think  the  clause  supports 
the  conclusion. 

The  prohibition  of  "further  proceedings"  is  intended  of 
direct  proceedings  upon  the  petition  and  against  the  debtor, 
and  not  of  collateral  proceedings  by  or  against  third  persons 
or  even  the  debtor. 

The  only  evidence  before  the  Court  as  to  the  service  of 
the  injunction  or  the  execution  of  the  warrant,  is  contained 
in  the  affidavit  of  Jacobs.  Neither  of  these  writs  has  been 
returned.  The  order  to  show  cause  is  not  returnable  until 
January  7.  The  order  allowing  the  warrant  to  take  pos- 
session, to  issue,  speaks  of  the  goods  and  effects  of  the 
alleged  bankrupts,  and  not  those  of  B.  and  W.  The  war- 
rant, I  presume,  conforms  to  the  order  in  this  respect.  I 
must  also  presume  that  the  messenger  has  obeyed  the  war- 
rant and  taken  into  his  possession,  the  goods  and  effects  of' 
M.  and  B.  in  whosesoever  hands  he  found  them,  and  not 
otherwise.  If  by  mistake  or  otheryise  he  took  the  goods  of 
another,  he  is  liable  to  the  party  injured,  upon  his  official 
bond.  This  is  no  more  than  the  responsibility  which  the 
common  law  devolved  upon  every  officer  to  whom  an  execu- 
tion against  property  was  directed.  He  had  to  determine 
at  his  peril  what  was  the  property  of  *the  defendant  in  the 
writ,  and  what  was  not. 

Under  section  40  of  the  act,  the  messenger,  under  the 
direction  of  the  warrant,  is  "to  take  possession  provision- 
ally of  all  the  pi'operty  and  effects  of  the  debtor."  And  it 
makes  no  difference  in  whose  hands  he  may  find  them. 
This  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  officer  to  determine  for 
himself,  subject  to  his  responsibility.  Taking  the  affidavit 
of  Jacobs,  it  appears  that  this  property  was  in  the  posses- 
sion of  B.  and  W.  when  seized  by  the  messenger,  but  it 
does  not  follow  that  it  was  not  at  the  same  time  the  property 
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of  M.  and  B.  This  question  caanot  be  made  or  decided 
■upon  this  motion.  But  certainly,  upon  the  statements  in 
the  petition  and  accompanying  proofs,  it  was  not  the  prop- 
erty of  B.  and  W.  and  the  affidavit,  of  Jacobs,  considering 
what  B.  and  W.  are  called  upon  to  show,  rather  confirms 
this  conclusion  than  otherwise.  The  first  ground  of  the 
motion  is  thus  disposed  of. 

The  second  ground  is  well  founded  in  fact,  but  immaterial 
in  law.  Injunctions  in  bankruptcy,  at  least  when  issued  in 
the  primary  stage  of  the  proceedings,  under  section  40  of 
the  act,  may  be  allowed  and  issued  without  notice.  The 
provision  in  the  act  of  March  2,  1793  (1  Stat.  334),  forbid- 
ding the  writ  to  be  granted  in  a  suit  in  equity,  without  notice 
to  the  adverse  party,  does  not  apply  to  proceeding^  in  the 
District  Couri  under  the  Bankrupt  Act.  {Ex  parte  Smith, 
N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  291;  Ex,  parte  Carlton,  Id.  292;  cited  in 
Bright,  Fed.  Dig.  456 ;  In  re  Wallace,  Ante,  433 . )  In  re  Wal- 
lace was  decided  in  this  Court,  upon  able  argument  and  care- 
ful consideration.  Upon  further  argument  the  conclusion 
seems  to  be  sound  in  principle  and  upon  authority.  The  rule 
-in.  the  judiciary  act  requiring  notice  in  all  cases  of  injunction 
is  an  arbitrary  and  anomalous  one,  and  if  applied  to  ihe  sum- 
mary proceedings  under  the  Bankrupt  Act,  would  in  most 
instances  render  it  nugatory.  Notice  to  B.  and  W.  of  the 
application  for  the  injunction  in  this  case,  would  have  been 
notice  to  them  to  leave  this  jurisdiction  with  the  property 
or  its  proceeds,  which  they  could  have  done,  if  so  disposed. 
Doubtless  the  Court  may  require  notice  to  be  given  to  the 
adverse  party,  and  even  that  the  applicant  shaU  give  secu- 
rity for  damages,  whenever  it  thinks  the  ends  of  justice  or 
the  security  of  parties  require  it. 

Possession  of  the  goods  was  not  taken  under  the  order, 
but  the  warrant  which  issued  pursuant  to  the  order.  To 
authorize  the  allowance  of  this  order  or  the  issuing  of  this 
warrant,  notice  to  the  adverse  party  was  not  necessary. 
On  the  argument  nothing  was  shown  in  support  of  this  ob- 
jection, neither  can  there  be. 
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In  support  of  the  third  ground  of  the  motion,  counsel 
shows  that  the  order  allowing  the  issuing  of  the  warrant, 
excepts  from  its  operation  such  "  goods  as  are  exempt  from 
the  operation  of  the  act  of  Congress  entitled,  '  An  act  to 
establish  an  uniform  system  of  bankruptcy  throughout  the 
United  States,'  approved  March  2,  1868."  There  being  no 
Bankrupt  Act  of  this  date,  the  conclusion  is,  that  the  order 
for  the  warrant  to  take  possession  was  not  made  under  any 
law  of  the  United  States.  This  is  an  extremely  technical 
objection,  and  admits  of  a  sufficient  and  equally  technical 
answer.  The  order  for  the  warrant  does  not  profess  to  be 
made  under  the  act  of  March  2,  1868,  but  it  only  excepts 
from  the  operation  of  such  warrant  the  goods  exempt  by 
that  act.  There  being  no  Bankrupt  Act  of  such. date,  the 
exemption  is  nugatory,  and  the  warrant  to  take  possession 
is  without  qualification  in  this  respect.  But  the  recital  of 
the  title  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  in  any  proceeding,  is  mere 
matter  of  form.  The  recital  in  this  order  gives  the  date  of 
the  act  incorrectly — 1868 — for  1867.  But  this  immaterial 
mistake  can  in  no  way  affect  the  legality  of  the  order.  The 
order  would  have  been  sufficient  without  stating  the  title  or 
date  of  the  act.  The  Court  takes  judicial  notice  of  the  acts 
of  Congress,  and  they  need  not  be  set  forth  or  specially  re- 
ferred to  in  any  proceeding  before  it. 

In  support  of  this  ground  of  the  motion,  it  is  also  urged 
that  the  act  (g  40)  does  not  authorize  the  issue  of  a  warrant 
against  the  goods  of  the  alleged  bankrupt  alone,  but  that  the 
warrant  cannot  issue  unless  it  be  against  his  person,  and 
also  "to  take  possession  provisionally  of  aU  the  property 
and  effects  of  the  debtor,"  as  well. 

This  construction  of  the  act  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be 
warranted  by  the  language  or  object  of  the  section.  If  the 
showing  be  such  as  section  40  requires,  the  warrant  may 
issue  against  the  person' and  goods  or  either  of  them.  The 
greater  includes  the  less,  and  neither  the  alleged  bankrupts 
or  B.  and  W.,  can  or  ought  to  be  heard  to  complain  that  the 
petitioning  creditor  has  been  satisfied  to  take  process  against 
the  goods  only,  because  he  was  entitled  to  it  against  the 
person  also. 
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If,  in  fact,  the  order  and  warrant  liad  been  for  the  arrest 
of  both  the  person  and  goods,  the  latter  might  have  been 
executed  against  both  or  either,  as  the  petitioning  creditor 
might  direct. 

The  fourth  ground  of  the  motion  is  based  upon  the  asser- 
tion therein,  that  the  order  to  the  debtor  to  show  cause,  is 
by  mistake  made  returnable  in  January,  1868,  instead  of 
1869.  The  order  has  not  yet  been  returned,  and  there  is  no 
evidence  before  the  Court  that  it  is  returnable  at  an  impos- 
sible date.  Nor  is  it  apparent,  if  it  be  adpiitted  that  the 
order  is  erroneous  in  this  respect,  how  the  fact  can  in  any. 
way  afleot  the  merits  of  this  motion.  The  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  to  enjoin  B.  and  W.  from  interfering  with  the  goods 
of  the  debtor,  or  to  issue  a  warrant  to  take  provisional  pos- 
session of  them,  is  not  dependent  upon  the  service  on  the 
alleged  bankrupts  of  a  proper  order  to  show  cause. 

As  to  the  fifth  ground  of  the  motion,  the  petition  avers 
that  the  several  acts  of  bankruptcy  complained  of-,  were 
committed  "  within  six  calendar  months  next  preceding  the 
date  of  the  petition,"  and  on  or  about  a  certain  day  in 
November,  1868.  This  is  suificient;  and,  if  it  were  not,  to 
show  the  actual  day,  it  certainly  is,  to  show,  that  they  were 
committed  within  six  months  before  filing  the  petition,  and 
that  therefore,  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  adjudge  M. 
and  B.  bankrupts  on  account  of  them.  "Whether  the  par- 
ticular day  within  this  six  months  is  stated  or  not,  does  not 
matter  so  far  as  this  motion  is  concerned.  When  the 
alleged  bankrupts  appear  to  make  defense  to  this  petition, 
the  question  can  be  made  as  to  Whether  the  particular  day 
is  sufficiently  stated,  and  not  otherwise  or  befor^. 

As  to  the  sixth  ground  of  the  motion,  it  is  not  well 
founded  in  fact.  The  charge  o|  bankruptcy  is  not  made 
upon  information  and  belief.  The  allegation  in  the  petition 
is  positive  and  unqualified  as  to  the  transfer  of  the  stock  of 
merchandise  and  book  accounts  to  B.  and  W.,  and  also  the 
payment  to  Anderson,  with  intent  to  prefer  him.  The  same 
is  true  of  the  deposition  to  the  acts  of  bankruptcy.  Trtie, 
the  petition  states  that  in  addition  to  the  merchandise  and 
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accounts,  there  was  transferred  "all  the  ayailable  assets" 
of  M.  and  B.  and  tl|is  averment  as  ,to  the  assets  is  upon  in- 
formation and  belief.  This  averment  is  a  mere  make-w6ight, 
and  it  is  perfectly  immaterial  whether  it  is  in  the  petition  or 
not.  The  allegations  as  to  the  transfer  of  the  merchandise 
and  accounts,  and  of  the  payment  with  intent  to  give  a 
preference,  are  all  or  either  of  them  sufficient  allegations  of 
acts  of  bankruptcy.  Nor  is  there  anything  in  the  act,  or 
the  orders  and  forms,  or  the  nature  of  the  proceeding,  which 
requires  that  the  allegations  in  the  petition  either  as  to  the 
.debt  or  the  acts  of  bankruptcy,  should  be  made  upon  the 
personal  knowledge  of  the  petitioner.  The  petition  must  be 
made  by  the  creditor,  and  in  most  instances,  can  only  be 
made  upon  information  and  belief.  In  addition  to  the  peti- 
tion there  must  be  a  deposition  to  the  debt  and  the  act  of 
bankruptcy.  In  these  it  may  be  proper  that  the  witness 
should  speak  from  his  own  knowledge,  or  at  least  disclose 
the  grounds  of  his  belief,  or  the  sources  of  his  information. 
_  Much  will  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  particular 
case. 

By  the  seventh  ground  of  the  motion,  it  is  asserted  that 
the  debt  of  the  petitioning  creditor  was  not  in  existence 
when  the  acts  of  bankruptcy  complained  of  were  committed. 

Under  the  English  Bankrupt  Act,  it  was  held  that  a  com- 
mission ought  not  to  be  granted  on  the  petition  of  a  creditor 
whose  debt  was  not  in  existence  when  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
was  committed.  (1  Bac.  Ab.  558.)  This  statute  (6  Geo.  4, 
0  16,  §  12),  allowed  the  commission  to  issue  upon  the  peti- 
tion of  any  creditor  or  creditors  of  the  alleged  bankrupt  (1 
Bac.  Ab.  552).  The  act  of  March  2,  1867,  allows  any  cred- 
itor whose  debt  is  of  sufficient  amount,  and  provable  under 
the  act  to  maintain  the  petition  to  have  his  debtor  adjudged 
a  bankrupt  (§  29).  A  debt  contracted  after  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy is  provable  under  the  act  (§  19).  The  letter  of  the 
English  and  American  statutes  are  not  materially  different 
in  this  respect.  Taken  literally,  they  both  would  permit  a 
petition  to-  be  maintained  by  a  creditor  whose  debt  arose 
after  the  commission  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  complained 


522  DISTRICT  OF  OREGON, 


In  re  Max  MuUer  and  Max  Brentano. 


of.  The  American  statute  ought,  I  think,  to  be  construed 
as  the  English  one,  so  as  not  to  permit  a  petition  to  be 
maintained  by  a  creditor  whose'  debt  was  contracted  after 
the  act  of  bankruptcy  happened.  This  is  in  accordance 
with  the  decision  of  this  Court  In  re  Burk  {ante,  425),  that  a 
creditor  should  not  be  heard  to  object  to  the  discharge  of  a 
voluntary  bankrupt  for  matters  which  occurred  before  he 
became  such  creditor.  •  The  construction  is  supported  by 
the  familiar  principle,  that  no  one  ought  to  be  allowed  to 
complain  bf  that  which  does  not  injure  him.  In  case  the 
act  of  bankruptcy  was  secret  and  unknown  to  the  creditor* 
at  the  time  of  contracting  his  debt,  the  rule  might  not 
apply. 

The  proof  of  debt  in  this  case,  and  the  petition  substan- 
tially shows  that  M.  and  B.,  on  November  23,  1868,  and 
before,  Were  indebted  to  the  petitioner  in  the  sum  of  near 
$4,000.  The  petition  was  verified  on  the  last  mentioned 
date,  and  the  acts  were  committed  sonie  days  before  in  the 
same  month.  The  indebtedness  arose  upon  the  sale  and  . 
delivery  of  goods  prior  to,  and  within  two  years  of  the  date 
of  the  petition,  to  be  paid  for  upon  request.  The  allega- 
tions of  the  petition  are  framed  upon  the  idea  that  the  debt 
did  not  become  due  until  payment  was  requested,  and  that 
the  commencement  of  this  proceeding  was  a  request.  This 
is  probably  a  correct  conclusion  in  the  premises.  But  the 
question  is  not  when  the  debt  became  due  and  payable,  but 
when  did  it  commence  to  exist.  It  commenced  with  the 
delivery  of  the  goods,  or  .any  portion  of  them  equal  in  value 
to  the  sum  of  $260.  The  proof  and  petition  were  made  in 
San  Francisco,  and  they  are  very  slovenly  and  unskiUf uUy 
prepared  in  this  respect,  as  well  as  some  others.  But  I 
think  it  a  fair  inference  from  the  facts  stated,  and  the  nature 
of  the  transaction  that  the  debt  of  the  petitioner  or  at  least 
$250  of  it  existed  before  November  7,  1868— the  date  of  the 
first  acts  of  bankruptcy. 

This  disposes  of  the  motion.  It  is  disallowed.  I  have 
considered  this  mption  as  if  Baum  and  ■Wolgennaftt  were  en- 
titled "to  make  these  objections.     But  as  to  the  4,  5,  6  and  7 
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grounds  of  the  motion,  I  do  not  think  .they  have  any  right 
to  be  heard.  The  questions  raised  on  these  points  are  be- 
tween the  petitioning  creditor  and  the  alleged  bankrupts, 
and  not  B.  and  W.  In  the  course  of  the  argument,  cotmsel 
for  B.  and  ~W.  have  insisted  that  this  is  a  special  proceeding, 
purely  statutory,  and  that  the  act  must  be  taken  most 
strictly  against  the  creditor,  and  in  favor  of  the  bankrupt. 
In  my  judgment  this  view  of  the  matter  is  not  supported  by 
reason  or  authority.  The  act  does  not  attempt  to  punish' 
the  bankrupt,  but  to  distribute  his  property'  fairly  and  im- 
partially between  his  creditors,  to  whom  in  justice  it  belongs. 
It  is  remedial,  and  seeks  to  protect  the  honest  creditor  from 
being  overreached  an^  defrauded  by  the  unscrupulous.  It 
is  intended  to  relieve  the  honest  but  unfortunate  debtor 
from  the  burden  of  liabilities  which  he  cannot  discharge, 
and  allow  him  to  commerce  the  businss  of  life  anew.  The 
power  to  pass  bankrupt  laws  is  one  of  the  express  grants  of 
power  to  the  Natioiial  Government;  and  history  teaches 
that  the  want  of  a  uniform  law  on  this  subject  throughout 
the  States,  was  one  of  the  prominent  causes  which  led  to  the 
assembling  of  the  constitutional  convention  and  consequent- 
formation  and  adoption  of  the  Federal  Constitution. 

Such  a  statute  is  not  to  be  construed  strictly,  as  if  it  were 
an  obscure  or  special  penal  enactment,  and  this  was  the  six- 
teenth instead  of  the  nineteenth  century.  The  act  estab- 
lishes a  system  and  regulates,  in  all  their,  details,  the  relative 
rights  and  duties  of  debtor  and  creditor.  Such  an  act  must 
be  construed — as  indeed  should  all  acts — "according  to  the 
fair  import  of  its  terms  with  a  view  to  effect  its  objects  and  to 
promote  justice." 

Lansing  Stout,  for  motion. 

M.  W.  lechheimer  and  Willicim  Strong,  contra. 
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The  verdict  of  a  jury  regularly  given  is  presumed  to  be  right  until  the  con- 
trary appears,  and  should  be  sustained  by  the  Court,  if  the  evidence,  by 
any  fair  construction,  will  warrant  such  a  finding. 

False  and  contradictory  statements  by  the  defendant  about  the  material  cir- 

■   cumstances  of  the  crime  with  which  he  is  charged,  are  badges  of  guilt. 

The  falsification  of  records  by  the  defendant,  with  reference  to  a  matter  in 
which  he  is  charged  or  suspected  of  wrong-doing  or  liable  to  be  so  sus- 
pected or  charged,  is  strong  presumptive  evidence  of  guilt. 

Special  ciroumatances  not  consistent  with  defendant's  innocence,  together 
•  with  a  particular  opportunity  and  temptation  to  cominit  the  crime  charged, 
to  be  considered  in  support  of  verdict  of  guilt/f 

Section  2  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1868  (13  Stat.  500),  regulating  peremptory 
challenges  in  criminal  cases,  does  not  give  the  right  to  such  challenge  ex- 
cept in  capital  cases,  because  when  the  act  was  passed  such  -right  did  not 
exist  hy  Ifiw  in  any  other  oases,  but  was  only  permitted  by  ruI8  of  Court. 

When  it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  has  made  a  false  state- 
ment about  the  circumstances  of  the  ooirftnissipn  of  a  crime,  with  which  he 
is  charged,  he  may  show  that  he  had  good  reason  to  believe  at  the  time  th^ 
statement  was  true. 

Gold  dust  in  packages  not  weighing  more  than  four  pounds  and  paying  letter 
postage,  is  mailable  matter,  and  whether  it  is  not,  under  section  12  of  the 
act  of  July  1,  1864  (13  Stat.  337),  any  person  employed  in  the  postoffioe 
vfho  steals  the  same  from  a  letter  in  the  mail,  is  guilty  of  a  crime. 

The  indictment  in  this  case  was  found  under  section  12, 
of  the  act  of  July  1,  1864  (13  Stat.  337),  and  filed  in  this 
Court  on  November  11,  1868. 

It  charges  thai  on  July  28,  1868,  one  Thomas  Smith,  of 
Auburn,  in  Baker  county,  Oregon,  deposited  in  the  post- 
office  at  Auburn,  a  registered  letter  numbered  36,  enclosed 
in  registered  package  envelope  numbered  28; /and  that  said 
registered  letter  contained  12J  ounces  of  gold  dust,  of  the 
value  of  $200,  the  property  of  said  Smith,  and  was  addressed 
to  Yee  Kang,  in  San  Francisco,  and  intended  to  be  conveyed 
by  post  to  said  last  mentioned  place. 

That  the  defendant  on  August  3,  1868,  was  employed  in 
the  postoffice  at  Portland,  Oregon,  being ,  then  and  there 
postmaster  thereof,  and  that  on  said  day,  said  registered 


JANUARY,  1869.  ,  525 


The  United  States  v.  E.  G.  Eandall. 


letter,  registered  and  numbered  as  aforesaid,  came  into  the 
possession  of  the  defendant,  who  then  and  there  unlawfully 
opened  the  same,  and  did  steal  therefrom  the  12 J  ounces  of 
gold  dust  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statutes, 
etc. 

On  November  11,  the  defendant  was  arrested  upon  a  bench 
warrant,  and  gaye  bail  in  the  sum  of  $10,000,  with  two  sure- 
ties. On  November  14,  the  defendant  by  his  counsel  de- 
murred to  the  indictment,  an^  for  causes  of  demurrer 
specified : 

1.  That  gold  dust  is  not  m^lable  matter,  and  the  taking 
the  same  is  not  an  offence  against  the  laws'  of  the  United 
States;  and 

2.  That  the  indictment  contains  two  offences  which  are 
separate  and  distinct — ^namely,  opening  a  letter  and  taking 
from  the  same  an  article  of  value. 

After  a  cursory  examination  of  the  subject,  the  demurrer 
was  overruled,  with  the  understanding  that  the  first  ques- 
tion made  by  it  could  be  made  in  arrest  of  judgment,  if 
necessary.  The  second  question  made  by  the  demurrer  was 
abandoned  on  the  argument,  and  not  particularly  mentioned 
or  considered  in  the  disposition  of  it. 

Thereupon  the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty  to  the  indict- 
ment. On  Monday, 'November  23,  a  jury  was  formed  in  the 
■case  and  heard  it  until  the  following  Wednesday,  when  the 
case  was  given  them  in  charge.  On  November  26,  the  jury 
being  unable  to  agree,  were  discharged  without  giving  a 
verdict.  Thereupon,  on  motidn  of  the  defendant,  the  case 
was  set  for  trial  on  Monday,  January  4,  1869.  On  the  last 
mentioned  date,  the  case  was,  on  the  motion  of  the  United 
States,  continued  until  the  Wednesday  following,  on  account 
of  the  absence  of  a  material  witness. 

On  Wednesday,  January  6,  a  jury  was  formed  in  the  case 
and  heard  it  until  the  following  Friday,  when  the  case  was 
given  them  in  charge,  and  on  the  day  following  the  jury  re- 
turned into  Court,  and  gave  their  verdict  that  the  defendant 
was  guilty  as  charged  in  the  indictment,  and  also  recom- 
mended him  to  the  mercy  of  the  Court.     Thereupon,  on 
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motion  of  the  United  States,  it  was  ordered  that  the  de- 
fendant give  "bail  ■with  sufficient  sureties  in  the  sum  of 
$15,000,  and  that  in  default  thereof,  he  be  committed  in  close 
custody;  and  the  defendajit  gave  bail  accordingly.  On  mo- 
tion of  the  defendant,  it  was  ordered  that  he  be  allowed  until 
Monday,  January  11,  to  file  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  and  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  or  either  of  them. 

•  On  the  last  mentioned  date  the  defendant  filed  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  for  the  reasons  and  causes  following: 

1.  That  the  evidence  is  insufficient  to  justify  the  verdict. 

2.  That  the  verdict  is  against  law. 

3.  Error  of  law  occurring  at  the  trial,  and  excepted  to 
by  the  defendant,  nartiely : 

I.  Eefusing  to  allow  defendant's  peremptory  challenge  to 
Charles  Sweigle,  a  juror. 

II.  Refusing  to  admit  the  letter  marked  No.  3,  from  one 
Koontz,  at  Umatilla,  Oregon,  dated  October  1,  1868,  in 
evidence. 

And  also  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment — 

Because  the  facts  stated  in  the  indictment  do  not  consti- 
tute a  crime  in  tllis — that  gold  dust  is  not  mailable  matter. 

Both  motions  were  submitted  by  the  defendant's  counsel, 
with  an  appeal  for  delay  in  the  consideration  of  them,  to 
give  counsel  an  opportunity  to  examine'  the  subject, ''and  also 
to  give  time  to  the  defendant  to  obtain  further  testimony  on- 
his  behalf.  ^ 

The  application  for  delay  was  taken  under  advisement  by 
the  Court  until  Saturday,  January  16.  On  the  last  men- 
tioned day  the  application  for  delay  was  refused  by  the 
Court;  and  thereupon,  the  motions  for  new  trial  and  in 
arrest  of  judgment  were  argued  by  counsel.  The  Court  took 
until  Saturday,  January  23,  to  consider  the  matter. 

Deadt,  J.  Before  proceeding  to  consider  the  motions 
made  by  defendant,  I  deem  it  proper  to  state  briefly  the  rea- 
sons for  refusing  the  application  for  delay  on  last  Saturday. 

A  Court  will  not  delay  judgment  indefinitely  in  any  case, 
merely  to  give  the  defendant  time  to  discover,  or  rather  to 
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try  to  discover  new  evidence  on  which,  to  ask  a  new  trial. 
Such  an  arbitrary  exercise  of  power,  it  appears  to  me,  would 
be  an  abuse  of  judicial  discretion,  amounting  to  a  malad- 
ministration of  justice.  The  defendant  has  not  been  hurried 
into  this  trial  against  his  will  and  without  due  preparation. 
On  the  contrary,  he  has  chosen  his  own  time.  The  second 
trial  was  set  for  January  4,  in  the  same  term  as  the  first, 
against  the  remonstrance  of  the  United  States  Attorney,  who 
insisted  that  the  case  should  go  over  to  the  March  term,  ac- 
cording to  the  usual  practice  of  the  Court.  At  the  same 
time,  if  there  were  any  questions  of  law  arising  upon  either 
of  these  motions,  affecting  the  right  and  justice  of  the  case, 
and  about  which  there  was  room  for  serious  doubt,  it  would 
be  proper  to  continue  the  matter  for  further  consideration 
and  argument;  and  even  to  adjourn  the  case  into  the  Circuit 
Court,  to  await  the  presence  there  of  the  justice  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  assigned  to  this  Circuit.  In  the  meantime,  if 
the  defendant,  from  any  source  not  now  apparent,  should  be 
able  to  discover  any  testimony,  tending  to  show  his  inno- 
cence, he  might  have  the  benefit  of  his  discovery  on  the 
hearing  of  his  motion  for  new  trial. 

*  With  a  view  of  giving  the  defendant  the  benefit  of  this  de- 
lay, if  it  should  appear  there  was  good  ground  for  it,  the 
questions  of  law  arising  on  these  motions  were  carefully  ex- 
amined and  considered.  In  my  judgment  they  did  not  admit 
o^  serious  argument  or  doubt.  Therefore  the  application 
for  delay  was  refused. 

The  motions  must  now  be  disposed  of.  The  first  ground 
of  the  motion  for  new  trial  raises  the  question :  Is  the  ver- 
dict contrary  to  the  evidence?  The  testimony  given  to  the 
jury  was  sufficient  proof  of  the  following  facts  and  circum- 
stances : 

That  on  July  28,  1868,  one  Thomas  Smith,  being  then 
postmaster  at  Auburn,  Oregon,  mailed  at  Auburn,  for  him- 
self, 121  ounces  of  gold  dust  of  the  value  of  1200,  to  Yee 
Kang,  in  San  Francisco,  and  that  Smith  duly  registered  the 
letter  containing  the  parcel  of  dust  and  numbered  it  36,  and 
enclosed  the  same  in  registered  package  envelope  numbered 
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28,  directed  to  Sacramento,  Distributing  Postoffice,  Cal. 
That  this  registered  package  28  arrived  at  The  Dalles  on  the 
evening  of  Saturday,  August  1,  in  good  condition,  and  that 
the  same  was  duly  forwarded  from  thence,  in  the  Portland 
pouch,  in  like  condition,  on  Monday,  August  3,  to  the  office 
at  Portland.  That  the  mail  from  The  Dalles  to  Portland 
was  then  carried  by  steamboat  and  railway,  and  usually  ar- 
rived at  Portland  about  the  middle  of  the  afternoon  of  the 
day  on  which  it  left  The  Dalles.  That  the  mail  from  Port- 
land to  Sacramento  was  then  carried  in  a  through  pouch 
under  a  brass  lock,  daily,  and  left  Portland  at  or  about  6 
A.  M.,  and  then  reached  Sacramento  in  from  5 J  to  6  days— 
the  latter  being  the  schedule  time. 

That  on  August  10^  registered  envelope  28  with  registered 
letter  36  enclosed,  reached  the  office  at  Sacramento  in  bad 
condition — the  end  of  the  letter  and  registered  envelope 
being  torn  open  and  the  contents  of  the  former  abstracted. 

These,  in  brief,  are  the  facts  proved  concerning  the  mail- 
ing of  the  letter  containing  the  dust  and  the  loss  of  the  latter 
while  being  conveyed  by  post  from  Auburn,  Oregon,  to  San 
Francisco,  California. 

The  reasonable  inference  from  these  facts  is,  that  the  gol(J 
dust  was  taken  from  the  letter  by  some  one  in  the  Portland, 
office.  Indeed,  during  the  argument  to  the  jury,  counsel 
for  the  defendant  substantially  admitted  this  to  be  a  correct 
conclusion. 

Now  let  us  see  what  facts  and  circumstances  were  proven 
concerning  the  question  of  who  took  the  dust  from  tiie  let- 
ter. 

On  August  17,  the  postmaster  at  Sacramento  wrote  to  Mr. 
Quincy  A.  Brooks — at  Portland — the  special  postal  agent 
for  Oregon,  Washington  and  Idaho,  enclosing  registere'd 
envelope  28  and  calling  his  attention  to  the  matter.  Owing 
to  absence  from  home.  Brooks  did  not  receive  this  letter 
until  about  August  29.  Thereupon  he  made  minute  of  the 
affair  and  called  upon  the  defendant  at  his  postoffice,  to 
learn  what  he  could  concerning  the  missing  package  in  that 
office.     The  defendant  on  being  requested  by  the  agent,  went 
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to  his  record  of .  registered  matter  in  transit,  accompanied 
by  the  latter,  and  examined  it,  particularly  the  page  con- 
taining the  entries  of  packages  arriving  from  August  1  to  7 
inclusive,  and  could  find  no  entry  concerning  envelope  28. 
At  the  same  time  the  agent  looked  over  the  defendant's 
shoulder,  and  could  not  see  any  entry  concerning  the  pack- 
age. The  defendant  then  told  Brooks  that  he  recollected 
the  package  and  that  it  passed  the  Portland  office  all  right. 
On  September  4,  agent  Brooks  sent  a  circular  letter  of  in- 
quiry (form  46)  concerning  envelope  28,  to  the  postmasters 
on  the  route  beginning  with  the  one  at  Baker  City — the  first 
office  west  of  Auburn — and  directing  each  one  to  state  in 
writing  thereon  what  condition  the  envelope  or  package  was 
in  when  it  passed  his  office,  if  at  all,  and  what  he  knew 
about  the  missing  enclosure,  and  to  then  forward  it  to  the 
next  postmaster  on  the  route,  and  so  on  to  Sacramento,  from 
which  office  the  letter  was  to  be  returned  by  mail  to  agent 
Brooks  at  Portland. 

In  reply,  the  postmasters  on  the  route  between  Auburn 
and  Portland — seven  in  number — certified  that  registered 
package  envelope  28,  mailed  at  Auburn  July  28,  and  directed 
to  Sacramento,  passed  their  respective  offices  in  good  order 
at  the  dates  following — arrived  at  and  left  Baker  City  in 
mail  pouch  marked  Umatilla,  way,  on  July  29;  passed  Un- 
ion on  July  30;  arrived  at  La  Grande,  evening  of  July  30, 
and  left  morning  of  July  31;  passed  Orodell  on  July  31; 
passed  Cayuse  on  July  31 ;  passed  Umatilla  on  August  1 ; 
arrived  at  The  Dalles  on  August  1,  and  left  in  Portland 
pouch  for  Sacramento,  August  3.* 

This  circular  letter  with  the  foregoing  endorsement  on  it 
reached  the  defendant  not  later  than  September  19.  He 
did  not,  as  therein  directed,  at  once  state  in  writing  thereon 
his  answer  to  the  inquiry  of  the  agent,  and  then  forward  it 
to  the  postmaster  at  Sacramento.  But  he  retained  the  cir- 
cular letter  until  October  12  or  13,  when  he  mailed  it  to 
Sacramento,  first  making  his  statement  thereon  as  herein- 
after set  forth. 

Early  in  the  morning  of  Sunday,  August  2,  1868,  in  the 
35 
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Blue  Mountains,  in  the  vicinity  of  Pelican  Eanch,  and  a  few 
miles  west  of  Orodell,  and  about  fifty  miles  west  of  Auburn, 
and  near  a  one  hundred  miles  west  of  Umatilla,  the  mail, 
then  being  carried  in  a  stage,  on  the  route  between' Auburn 
and  Portland,  was  robbed  by  armed  men.  In  this  robbery, 
registered  package  envelopes,  numbered  26  and  30,  and  di- 
rected to  Portland,  and  31  directed  to  Sacramento,  and  32 
directed  to  UmatiUa,  were  torn  open  and  their  contents  ab- 
stracted. The  envelopes,  except  No.  32,  came  to  JPortland 
in  due  course  of  mail,  without  their  contents,  on  the  after- 
noon of  Tuesday,  August  4,  and  then  passed  into  the  posses- 
sion of  the  agent.  The  one  numbered  32,  he  soon  after  re- 
ceived. The  news  of/ this  mail  robbery  and  the  opening  of 
registered  package  envelopes  therein,  reached  Portland,  by 
telegraph  from  The  Dalles,  on  the  afternoon  of  Monday,  Au- 
gust 3,  and  was  published  that  afternoon  in  the  Evening  Com- 
mercial, a  paper  then  published  and  circulated  in  Portland. 

About  September  6,  the  defendant  and  Brooks  met  in  the 
Portland  postoffice,  when  the  defendent,  without  being  in 
"afiy  way  interrogated  upon  the  subject,  said  to  Brooks,  that 
he  thought  that  registered  package  envelope  28  had  been 
robbed  in  the  Blue  Mountain  mail  robbery  above  men- 
tioned. About  September  18,  the  defendant  called  upon 
agent  Brooks  at  his  office  in  Portland,  and  asked  to  be 
shown  envelope  28,  and  also  the'  four  envelopes  which  were 
torn  open  and  robbed  in  the  Blue  Mountains.  Brooks 
showed  them  to  him  and  he  made  a  minute  of  ^he  examina- 
tion and  went  away.  About  September  26,  defendant  told 
agent  Brooks  that  he  was*  satisfied  that  env.elope  28  was 
robbed  in  the  Blue  Mountain  maij  robbery,  and  that  he 
could  prove  it. 

In  reply  to  the  inquiry  in  the  circular  letter,  the  defend- 
ant stated  as  f  oUowfe : 

Post-office,  Poetlaud,  Oeegon,  Oct.  3,  1868. 
Eeg.  Pkg.  Envelope  No.  28  reached  this  office  Aug.  4th; 
left  on  the  morning  of  the  5th  in  locked  sack  marked  Sacra- 
mento.    Nothing  unusual  was  noticed  to  create  suspicion. 
(Signed.)  B,  Q.  Bandall,  P.  M. 
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In  this  circular  the  word  "passed"  was  first  written  and 
then  a  line  drawn  through  it  and  the  word  "reached"  writ- 
ten above  it;  and  the  figure  3  was  first  written  after  the 
word  "Aug.,"  and  afterwards  the  figure  4  written  over  and 
upon  it. 

On  October  9,  the  defendant,  without  being  called  upon 
by  the  duties  of  his  office  so  to  do,  voluntarily  wrote  to  the 
postmaster  at  Sacramento  as  follows : 

Sir:'  From  the  enclosed- letters,  and  those  of  a  similar 
nature  from  postmasters  along  the  route,  I  have  reason  to 
believe  that  registered  letter  36  in  Pkg.  Envelope  28,  mailed 
at  Auburn,  28th  July,  for  your  office,  was  in  the  mail  that 
was  robbed  August  2,  but  which*  passed  this  office  without 
being  detected.  Yours  respectfully, 

(Signed.)  E.  G.  Eandall,  P.M. 

On  November  10,  Thomas  Sniith,  the  postmaster  at  Au- 
burn, called  on  the  defendant  at  the  postoffice  in  Poftland, 
to  inquire  about  registered  package  envelope  28,  and  told 
the  defendant  the  amount  of  gold  dust  in  it  when  mailed  at 
Auburn.  Defendant  then  said  to  Smith  that  he  remem- 
bered something  about  the  envelope  going  through  the 
Portland  office,  but  that  it  was  torn  open  at  the  time,  and 
he  thought  it  did  not  contain  any  package — that  the  con- 
tents were  gone.  That  he  ought  to  have  stopped  the  en- 
velope and  called  Brook's'attention  to  it,  and  that  he  thought 
he  had  done  wrong.  Smith  then  said,  that  if  such  was  the 
case,  the  envelope  must  have  been  broken  open  at  The 
Dalles,  to  which  the  defendant  replied,  that  he  did  not  know. 

On  September  19,  the  defendant  wrote  to  Thomas  Smith 
at  Auburn,  concerning  envelope  28,  and  also-  envelopes  30, 
31  and  32  which  were  broken  open  in  the  robbery  of  the 
mail  in  the  Blue  Mountains.  To  this  Smith  replied  under 
,  date  of  September  26,  in  which  he  stated  substantially,  that 
envelope  28  was  mailed  by  himself  on  July  28,  and  con- 
tained $200  in  gold  dust,  and  that  it  could  not  have  been  in 
the  mail  that  was  robbed,  unless  it  had  been  detained;  and 
that  he  was  afraid  it  had  been  robbed  by  some  brother 
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postmaster.  That  envelopes  30,  31  and  32  were  mailed  at 
Auburn  on  July  31,  1868,  and  that  30  and  31  were  mailed 
by  Chinamen,  and  each  contained  $50,  and  tha^t  32  was 
mailed  by  himself,  and  contained  $200  in  gold  dust. 

On  September  21,  defendant  wrote  to  the  postmaster  at 
Baker  City,  and  also  to  the  one  at  The  DaUes.  Of  the  lat- 
ter he  asked  the  question — "When  did  registered  envelopes 
30  and  31,  mailed  at  Auburn  July  31,  pass  your  office  ?  To 
this  The  Dalles  postmaster  replied  on  same  sheet,  by  return 
mail — They  arrived  at  this  office  on  Monday,  August  3,  and 
left  in  Portland  pouch,  on  Tuesday,  August  4.  Of  the 
former  the  defendant  asked  the  question — When  did  regis- 
tered envelopes  28,  30  and  31,  mailed  at  Auburn,  July  2S 
and  31,  pass  your  office.  I  desire  to  know  if  they  were  in 
the  same  mail.  To  this  the  postmaster  at  Baker  City  re- 
plied, on  same  sheet,  under  date  of  September  25,  that  en- 
velopes 30  and  31  were  forwarded  from  that  office  on  August 
1.  Envelope  28  may  possibly  have  been  in  same  mail,  but 
that  it  was  entered  on  register  of  registered  matter  in 
transit  on  July  29,  and  was  forwarded  the  day  follow- 
ing. That  30  and  31  were  entered  on  register  on  August 
1,  and  were  forwarded  either  the  same  or  the  following  day. 

The  circular  letter  of  agent  Brooks  and  the  letter  of  the 
defendant,  dated  October  9,  and  addressed  to  the  post- 
master at  Sacramento,  and  professing  to  cover  letters  from 
postmasters  on  the  eastern  end  of  "the  route,  reached  Sacra- 
mento by  mail  on  October  19 — one  month  after  the  circular 
reached  Portland.  They  were  aU  immediately  returned  to' 
Portland  by  mail— the  circular  being  addressed  to  the 
agent.  A  few  days  before  November  1,  the  agent  found  his 
circular  and  defendant's  letter  to  the  postmaster  at  Sacra- 
mento, with  several  letters  to  defendant  from  postmasters  on 
eastern  end  of  route,  enclosed  in  an  unsealed  envelope,  in 
his  box  at  the  Portland  office,  a,nd  addressed  either  to  him- 
self or  defendant,  he  is  not  certain  which.  The  agent  took 
them  into  possession,  and  produced  them  on  the  trial. 

On  the  circular,  and  at  the  end  of  the  last  and  incomplete 
line  of  the  certificate  of  the  postmaster  at  La  Grande,  there 
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is  written  in  pencil,  the  words— "  arrived  August  1,  left 
August  2" — and  at  tlie  left  end  of  the  certificate  at  right 
angles  with  the  lines,  in  pencil  also,  the  words — "left 
August  2."  These  words  were  not  written  by  the  post- 
master at  La  Grande.  They  were  not  on  the  circular  when 
it  left  Sacramento  for  Portland.  They  were  on  it  when  the 
circular  was  taken  from  the  office  by  Brooks,  and  the  writing 
strongly  resembles  that  of  the  defendant's.  The  envelopes 
that  were  robbed  in  the  Blue  Mountain  mail  robbery,  did 
arrive  at  La  Grande  on  August  1,  and  departed  August  2. 
The  inference  is  reasonable  that  these  words  were  clandes- 
tinely written  upon  the  circular  in  the  Portland  office  for 
the  purpose  of  misleading  the  agent  and  others  who  might 
be  engaged  in  the  investigation,  into  the  conclusion  that 
envelope  28  left  La  Grande  August  2,  and  was  therefore 
robbed  in  the  Blue  Mountains,  and  not  in  the  Portland 
office. 

The  presumption  is  that  the  circular  was  addressed  to 
Brooks  at  Portland,  by  the  Sacramento  postmaster.  That 
was  the  direction  of  the  circular.  But  the  agent  found  it  in 
nis  box  in  an  unsealed  envelope  with  letters  belonging  to 
the  defendant.  This  being  so,  some  one  in  the  Portland 
office  must  have  intercepted  the  circular,  and  taken  it  out 
of  the  envelope,  and  after  making  this  interpolation  in,  or 
addition  to  the  certificate  of  the  postmaster  at  La  Grande, 
placed  it  in  the  agent's  box. 

In  August,  1868,  the  defendant  was  postmaster  at  Port- 
land, and  had  been  for  the  period  of  near  three  years.  At 
that  time  he  had  two  clerks  in  his  employ — D.  F.  Fox  and 
Lyman  Chittenden.  The  former  had  been  in  the  postoffice 
some  time,  and  the  latter  since  the  June  prbvious. 

The  mail  from  The  Dalles  was  usually  opened  upon  its 
arrival  in  the  afternoon,  by  Fox  and  Chittenden — the  de- 
fendant being  generally  present,  but  seldom  assisting  in  the 
opening  or  distribution.  The  Sacramento  mail  was  made 
up  the  next  morning  before  six  o'clock,  the  hour  of  departure, 
by  Fox  and  Chittenden,  the  defendant  being  very  seldom 
present.  The  book  containing  the  record  of  registered  matter 
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in  transit,  was  in  the  speisial  charge  of  the  defendant,  and  was 
kept  by  him  either  in  his  private  back  office  in  an  adjoining 
building,  or  in  his  desk  in  the  front  of  the  postoffice  room. 
At  the  opening  of  the  mails,  it  was  customary  for  the  clerks 
to  lay  all  registered  package  envelopes  one  side  of  the  table 
where  they  were  sorting  the  mail,  and  the  defendant,  if 
present,  took  them  for  the  purpose. of  making  the  necessary 
entry  concerning  them  in  the  register.  If  the  defendant  was 
not  present,  one  of  the  clerks  took  them  and  laid  them  on 
his  desk  in  the  postoffice  for  the  same  purpose. 

On  November  14,  agent  Brooks,  acting  under  instructions 
from  the  Department  at  Washington,  took  possession  of  the 
Portland  office  and  official  books  and  papers.  Among  these 
was  the  record  of  register  matter  in  transit  kept  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  examined  by  him  and  the  agent  with  reference 
to  envelope  28.  This  book  the  agent  took  into  his  private 
custody  and  produced  it  on  the  trial.  It  is  not  a  book  of 
the  printed  blanks  such  as  the  postoffice  regulations  require 
to  be  kept,  but  a  common  blank  book  of  foolscap  paper, 
ruled  for  the  purpose.  One  page  of  it  is  covered  with  the 
entries  made  between  August  1  and?  inclusive  of  both  dates. 
Only  two  packages  are  entered  as  arriving  August  3, 1868,  the 
one  mailed  at  Fisher's  Landing  on  the  same  day,  and  destined 
to  San  Francisco,  and  the  other  mailed  at  Salt  Lake,  July 
14,  and  destined  to  Oregon  City.  Three  packages  are  en- 
tered as  arriving  August  4 — the  first  mailed  at  Sacramento, 
July  30,  and  destined  to  Sauvie's  Island;  the  second,  mailed 
at  Eickreall,  July  27,  and  destined  to  "  Contract  Office,  Salt 
Lake;"  and  the  third,  mailed  atA.storia,  August  4,  and  des- 
tined to  Salt  Lake,  l^o  entry  concerning  envelope  28  is 
now  apparent  to  ordinary  observation,  but  between  the  two 
lines  on  which  the  entries  are  made  concerning  the  second 
and  third  packages  arriving  on  August  4,  an  entry  has  been 
made  concerning  envelope  28,  and  since  erased.  When  at- 
tention is  called  to  it,  some  portions  of  the  entry  can  be  dis- 
tinguished and  read  with  the  naked  eye,  but  with  the  aid  of 
a  magnifying  glass,  the  whole  entry  can  be  readily  made 
out. 
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,  Tiie  monthi  and  the  day  of  the  month  of  this  interlined  . 
and  erased  entry  are  indicated  by  the  use  of  the  points  or 
marks  -which  are  ordinarily  substituted  for  ditto,  under  the 
word  "August"  and  figure  "4."  These  are  not  erased. 
Then  comes  the  number  of  the  envelope  (28),  next  the  place 
of  mailing  (Auburn),  then  foUows  the  date  of  mailing  (the 
ditto  marks  for  July  and  the  figures  28),  and  lastly  the  place 
of  destination  (Sacramento).  The  S  in  Sacramento  is  a  pe- 
culiarly shaped  letter,  and  bears  a  striking  resemblance  to 
the  other  capital  S's  in  the  record,  and  also  to  those 
in  the  letters  of  the  defendant  to  the  postmasters  at 
Baker  city,  The  Dalles,  and  Sacramento.  The  letter  A 
in  Auburn  is  not  a  proper  capital  A,  but  a  small  a  en- 
larged, and  used  as  a  capital.  Elsewhere  in  this  record 
where  a  begins  a  word,  it  is  written  in  the  same  way. 
The  word  Auburn  occurs  often  in  the  record,  and  ap- 
pears very  much  like  the  word  Auburn  in  this  erased 
entry.  The  fair  inference  is,  that  this  entry  was  made  after 
the  one  above  and  below  it,  or  otherwise  it  would  have  been 
wptten  upon  a  line  and  not  heiween  them,  and  from  the 
same  facts  there  is  much  reason  to  infer  that  the  entry  was 
not  made  when  it  purports — August  4 — but  afterwards. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  this  entry  was  erased  after 
the  one  on  the  line  below  it  was  entered,  for  in  making  the 
erasure  the  tops  of  the  capital  letters  in  the  words  of  Astoria 
and  Salt  JJake,  in  the  line  below,  were  scratched  off,  and 
have  since  been  touched  up,  but  as  the  surface  of  the  paper 
was  broken  by  the  erasing,  the  ink  used  in  amending  these 
letters  spread  out,  so  that  the  amendments  are  very  pal- 
pable. 

These  facts  and  inferences  concerning  the  question  who 
took  the  gold  dust  in  the  Portland  office,  are  proven  by  the 
evidence  of  the  prosecution,  except  the  letter  of.  the  post- 
master at  Baker  city  to  the  defendant  in  reply  to  his,  which 
was  introduced  by  defendant. 

On  the  trial,  neither  party  cast  any  s.uspioion  upon  Chit- 
tenden, but  the  defendant  insisted  that  Fox  alone  committed 
the  crime  with  which  the  former  was  charged.     Upon  this 


536  DISTRICT  OF  OREGOSr, 

The  United  .States  r.  E.  G.  Randall. 

.question  other  evidence  was  introduced  by  both  parties, 
which  I  prefer,  for  the  present,  to  state  substantially,  rather 
than  to  say  what  facts  were  or  were  not  proven  by  it. 

On  Thursday,  November  12,  the  Judge  of  this  Court, 
upon  the  application  of  the  United  States  Attorney,  issued 
a  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  Fox  as  a  material  witness  for  the 
prosecution  in  this  case,  under  section  7  of  the  act  of  Au- 
gust 8,  1846  (9  Stat.  73).  On  the  same  day.  Fox  gave  bail 
to  appear  as  a  witness  in  the  case  in  the  sum  of  $6,000,  with 
two  sureties,  one  of  them  being  his  wife's  brother,  Dr.  Jacob 
S.  Giltner.  Before  daybreak  the  next  morning,  the  other 
surety  in  the  undertaking  of  bail  surrendered  Fox,  and  he 
has  remaiaed  in  the  jail  of  this  county,  as  a  witness,  ever 
since. 

Putnam  Smith,  a  broker,  being  called  by  the  defendant, 
testified,  that  on  August  6,  1868,  he  purchased  of  some  one, 
hp  did  not  know  who,  12  ounces  and  six  pennyweights  of 
gold  dust,  for  which  he  gave  $16i  an  ounce.  That  he  made 
an  entry  in  his  book  of  the  purchase  at  "the  time,  as  of 
"mixed  dust,"  by  which  he  meant  dust  taken  from  difi'eresnt 
camps  or  diggings;  and  that  he  bought  dust  once  of  Fox, 
but  could  not  say  when  or  what  amount.  He  could  not  say 
that  it  was  in  August,  but  thought  it  must  have  been  before 
the  State  Fair  at  Salem,  in  1868,  and  that  nothing  was  said 
by  Fox  as  to  where  he  got  the  dust.  That  on  November  10, 
Fox  came  into  his  place  of  business  and  placed  the  follow-  - 
ing  letter,  enclosed  in  a  sealed  envelope  and  addressed  to 
Put.  Smith,  on  his  desk,  and  went  out  without  saying  a 
word,  O.  B.  Gibson  being  in  the  room  at  the  time: 

"PoETLAND,  Tuesday  morning — Mr.  Put.  Smith,  Dr.  Sir: 
Eandall  tells  me  that  that  Eegt.  Package  affair,  has  been 
taken  before  the  Grand  Jury.  When  called  upon  I  must 
clear  everything.  Need  I  fear  anything?  Drop  me  a  line, 
good  Put.,  and  oblige.  Yours,  to  serve  always" — ^without 
any  signature. 

That  this  letter  was  writte'n  by  Fox,  was  not  seriously 
questioned.     Being  the  statement  of  a  person  out  of  Court, 
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and  not  a  party  to  the  action,  it  was  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence upon  tlie  trial  of  the  defendant,  but  when  offered  by 
the  defendant,  the  prosecution  consented  to  its  being  read 
to  the  jury,  and  it  was  read  accordingly. 

In  answer  to  the  testimony  of  Putnam  Smith  in  regard  to 
the  purchase  of  gold  dust,  the  prosecution  proved  by 
Thomas  Smith  that  the  gold  dust  stolen  from  envelope  28 
was  placer  dust  of  superior  quality  and  all  from  one  dig- 
gings. 

To  show  the  guilt  of  the  defendant,  either  singly  or  in 
conjunction  with  Fox,  the  prosecution  called  as  witnesses, 
the  wife  of  Fox  and  her  brother,  Dr.  Jacpb.S.  Giltner.  The 
former  testified,  that  a  few  days  after  the  indictment  was 
found  and  after  Fox  had  been  surrendered  by  his  bail,  she 
visited  the  defendant  to  ascertain  if  he  was  a  friend  of  her 
husband's.  In  this  conversation  the  defendant  said  to  wit- 
ness that  if  Fox  would  do  as  he  had  agreed  or  as  his  friends 
said  he  would,  that  defendant  and  his  friends  would  be  Fox's 
friends,  but  that  if  hot,  he  could  not  expect  any  help  from 
him.  That  gold  dust  was  not  mailable  matter,  and  stealing 
it  from  the  postoffice  was  not  a  crime.  That  defendant  was 
not  guilty  and  would  be  cleared.  That  Fox  would  be  in 
trouble  about  it  but  a  little  while,  as  defendant  had  influ- 
ence with  the  senators  and  would  get  him  pardoned  immedi- 
ately. 

On  the  cross-examination  this  witness,  when  asked  if  de- 
fendant did  not  say,  that  if  Fox  would  come  out  and  tell  the 
truth  about  it,  the  defendant  and  his  friends  would  be  Fox's 
friends,  answered,  yes.  When  asked  again  by  the  prosecu- 
tion to  state  in  her  own  words  what  defendant  said  to  her  in 
this  particular,  she  replied  substantially  as  at  first— that  if 
Fox  would  do  as  he  had  agreed  or  as  his  friends  said  he 
would,  etc.  The  examination  and  cross-examination  on  this 
point  was  carried  on  some  time  without  any  change  of  re- 
sult, the  witness  continuing  to  state  on  the  examination 
what  she  did  at  first,  and.  on  cro^s-examination  to  answer 
yes  to  the  interrogative  statement  of  defendant's  counsel. 
Giltner  testified  that  in  the  night  of  November  12,  de- 
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fendant  came  to  his  oflSce  and  said  that  Fox  had  confessed, 
and  that  he  had  better  leave  on  the  steamer  for  Victoria  and 
from  there  he  could  get  to  the  Sandwich  Islands.  That  wit- 
ness had  better  get  Fox  out  of  the  way,  as  it  would  be  a  dis- 
grace to  witness,  his  brother-in-law.  That  witness  had  bet- 
ter get  Fox  off  on  the  steamer,  and  that  one  going  to  leave 
that  night  at  four  o'clock.  Witness  declined  to  follow  de- 
fendant's advice,  saying  that  he  could  not  afford  to  pay 
Fox's  bail  of  $5,000,  and  that  he  wanted  him  to  tell  the  truth 
about  it.  Defendant  then  said  to  witness,  that  gold  dust 
was  not  mailable  matter,  and  that  the  case  would  be  taken 
out  of  the  United  ^tates  Court;  but  if  this  failed,  then  de- 
fendant and  witness  with  their  influence  with  Senators  WU- 
liams  and  Corbett  could  get  Fox  pardoned. 

The  defendant  proved  that  neither  the  Wright  nor  Active 
were  in  this  port  on  November  12,  and  that  at  that  date  no 
other  steamer^  were  running  between  this  port  add  Victoria; 
and  also  that  the  defendant  had  maintained  a  good  reputa- 
tion for  honesty  in  this  community,  in  Vhich  he  had  lived 
for  several  years  before  this  charge  was  made. 

On  the  evening  of  Thursday,  January  7,  at  the  close  of 
the  testimony,  the  defendant  offered  to  read  in  evidence,  for 
the  purpose  of  impeaching  a  witness  called  by  the  prosecu- 
tion, what  purported  to  be  the  record  of  the  conviction  of 
one  Jacob  Giltner  of  a  crime  of  counterfeiting,  at  Danville, 
Pennsylvania.  The  reading  of  the  paper  was  objected  to, 
because  it  lacked  the  certificate  of  the  presiding  judge  to 
Tae  attestation  of  the  clerk.  The  Court  took  the  matter 
under  advisement  until  the  next  morning,  when  counsel  for 
the  defendant  asked  leave  to  withdraw  the  offer  to  read  the 
paper,  which  was  allowed. 

This  is  the  case  upon  which  the  jury  found  the  defendant 
guilty,'  and  now  the  Court  is  asked  to  set  their  verdict  aside. 
If  it  is  contrary  to  the  evidence  it  ought  to  be  set  aside,  but 
not  otherwise.  A  verdict  without  evidence  or  against  evi- 
dence, ought  not  to  be  allowed  ^to  stand  in  any  Court  or 
case,  but  a  verdict  which  is  warrantedby  any  fair  construc- 
tion of  "the  testimony'  ought  not  to  be  set  aside,  although  the 
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Court  upon  the  same  eTidence  would  come  to  a  different 
conclusion. 

The  United  States  v.  Martin  (2  McLean,  261),  was  an  in- 
dictment under  the  same  statute  substantially  as  this.  The 
defendant  being  a  mail  carrier,  was  indicted  for  embezzling 
a  letter  from  the  mail  bags  in  his  custody  containing  bank 
notes.  The  evidence  was  wholly  circumstantial,  but  the 
defendant  was  found  guilty.  A  motion  was  made  to  set 
aside  the  verdict  because  it  was  contrary  to  evidence,  which 
was  denied,  and  the  defendant  sentenced  to  ten  years  im- 
prisonment. In  considering  the  motion,  Mr.  Justice  Hol- 
man,  delivering  the  opinion  of  Court,  says : 

"In  reviewing  the  verdict  of  a  jury  regularly  given,  the 
verdict  must  be  presumed  to  be  right  until  the  contrary 
appears,  and  it  should  be  sustained  hy  the  Court,  if  the  evidence, 
by  any  fair  construction,  will  warrant  such  a  finding.  A 
Court  is  not  authorized  to  set  a  verdict  aside  simply  be- 
cause, if  they  had  been  on  the  jury,  they  would  have  found 
a  different  verdict.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  the  verdict  may 
possibly  be  wrong,  but  that,  after  giving  a  proper  weight 
to  all  the  evidence,  it  cannot  be  right. 

"This  verdict  is  given  on  what  is  called  circumstantial 
evidence,  and  the  Court  feel  disposed  to  give  due  weight  to 
the  arguments  which  have  been  drawn  from  reported  cases, 
where  innocent  individuals  have  been  convicted  and  pun- 
ished for  supposed  crimes,  which  were  never  Committed  or 
committed  by  others.  These  arguments  show  the  necessity 
of  extreme  caution  in  convicting  on  circumstantial  evidence, 
but  do  not  prove  that  circumstances  may  not  be  sufficiently 
strong  to  authorize  a  conviction,  or  that  circumstances  are 
not  to  be  relied  on  in  proof  of  guilt.  If  a  train  of  circum- 
stances are  not  deemed  sufficient  to  produce  conviction,  the 
penal  laws  in  relation  to  many  offences,  especially  those 
against  the  postoffice  regulations,  would  be  a  dead  letter." 
This,  is  good  law  and  sound  sense,  and  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  in  which  it  was  delivered,  make  it  particularly 
applicable  in  this  case. 
This  verdict  was  fairly  given.     There  had  been  a  former 
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trial,  so  that  the  defendant  was  well  informed  of  the  nature 
of  the  evidence  and  arguments  which  would  be  used  against 
him.  He  has  had  every  facility  and  aid  in  making  his  de- 
fence that  able  counsel,  wealth,  zealous  friends  and  position 
could  give  him  or  command.  The  jury  were  strangers  to 
him,  and  as  a  whole  as  intelligent  and  respectable  as  I  ever 
saw  in  this  State  or  elsewhere. 

Notwithstanding  the  proof,  it  is  possible  that  the  defend- 
ant is  innocent.  But  absolute  certainty  is  not  required  or 
attainable  in  matters  depending  upon  human  testimony  or 
judgment.  Moral  certainty  is  all  that  is  expected  in  the 
verdict  of  a  jury.  It  will  not  be  denied  but  that  the  cir- 
cumstances proven  point  to  the  conclusion  that  either  the 
defendant  or  Fox  committed  this  crime  singly,  or  that  they 
were  accomplices,  and  committed  it  together. ,  The'  jvCry, 
having  come  to  either  of  two  of  these  conclusions,  must 
have  found  the  defendant  guilty.  They  were  the  judges  of 
what  facts  were  proven,  and  of  the  proper  inference  to  be 
drawn  from  them  respecting  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the 
defendant.  This  Court  cannot  say  that  in  deciding  these 
questions  they  were  clearly  wrong,  or  that  they  acted  con- 
trary to  the  evidence,  and  therefore  it  ought  not  to  disturb 
their  verdict.  Indeed  I  am  constrained  to  think  that  the 
most  reasonable  conclusion  from  the  facts  and  circumstances 
proven  is,  that  the  defendant,  either  alone  or  with  the  as- 
sistance of  Fox,  committed  the  crime. 

Consider  for  a  moment  the  extraordinary  and  inconsistent 
conduct  of  the  defendant  concerning  the  package  from  the 
time  it  reached  his  office  until  the  time  of  his  indictment 
and  arrest.  By  the  postoffice  regulations  he -was  required 
to  register  every  registered  package  envelope  that  passed  his 
office,  and  note  its  condition.  If  anything  unusual  appeared 
about, the  package,  it  was  ma^e  his  duty  to  notify  the  postal 
agent  of  it  at  once.  According  to  the  division  of  labor  in  the 
Portland  office,  the  keeping  of  this  register  was  the  business 
of  the  defendant.  No  entry  was  made  of  the  transit  of  this 
package  through  the  office.  This,  although  a  circumstance 
to  be  considered,  of  itself  concludes  nothing.     The  defend- 
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ant  may  have  failed  to  register  tlie  package  from  mistake  or 
carelessness,  or  it  may  not  have  reached  his  hands  or  come 
to  his  knowledge.  But  in  any  event,  when  called  upon  to 
give  information  concerning  the  matter,  by  the  postal  agent, 
he  was  required  to  tell  the  truth,  and  nothing  but  the  truth, 
so  .far  as  he  knew,  and.  the  presumtion  is  that  an  innocent 
man  would. 

On  August  29,  defendant  said  to  Brooks,  -that  he  recol- 
lected the  package  aad  it  passed  the  office  all  right. 

On  September  6 — That  he  thought  the  package  was  rob- 
bed iu  Blue  Mountain  mail  robbery. 

On  September  26 — That  he  was  satisfied  that  package 
was  robbed  in  Blue  Mountain  mail  robbery,  and  that  he 
could  prove  it. 

October  3,  in  writing  on  the  circular  letter — That  the 
package  reached  the  Portland  office  on  August  4  and  left  on 
August  5 — nothing  unusual  was  noticed  to  excite  suspicion 
— ^whieh  was  equivalent  to  certifying  that  the  package  passed 
in  good  order. 

October  9,  in  a  letter  to  postmaster  at  Sacramento — That 
he  had  reason  to  believe  that  package  robbed  in  Blue  Moun- 
tain mail  robbery  on  August  2,  but  passed  Portland  office 
without  being  detected. 

November  10,  to  Thomas  Smith — That  he  remembered 
something  of  the  envelope  going  through  the  Portland  office, 
but  that  it  was  torn  open  at  the  time  and  he  thought,  con- 
tents abstracted. 

fiere  are  six  different  statements  about  this  package, 
made  by  the  defendant,  not  casually  or  inadvertently  to 
strangers  or  unconcerned  persons,  but  with  more  or  less  de- 
liberation to  officers  of  the  postoffice  department  and  the 
owner  of  the  stolen  dust,  all  of  which  were,  as  a  ^matter  of 
fact,  false,  and  involved  three  different  and  irreconcilable 
accounts  of  the  matter.  The  certificate  endorsed  upon  the 
agent's  circular  was  a  deliberate  official  act  in  writing,  done 
upon  the  requirement  of  a  superior  officer  and  under  the 
solemn  sanction  of  an  official  oath. 

There  never  was  any  ground  for  the  defendant's  believing 


542  DISTRICT  OF  OREGON, 

The  Unitecl|States  u.  E.  G.  Randall. 

or  saying  that  the  package  was  rabbed  in  the  Blue  Moun- 
tains. On  the  contrary,  at  the  time  he  made  his  certificate 
on  the  circular  and  wrote  to  the  postmaster  at  Sacramento, 
he  had  positive  evidence  before  him,  in  tHe  letters  from 
postmasters  on  the  eastern  end  of  the  route  and  their  official 
certificates  on  the  circular,  that  the  package  reached  Uma- 
tilla on  Friday,  July  30 — two  days  in  advance  of  the  mail 
that  was  robbed  and  near  a  hundred  miles  west  of  the  place 
of  th4  robbery.  The  defendant's  efforts  to  put  the  agent 
andithe  Sacramento  postmaster  on  this  false  scent,  betrays 
a  consciousness  of  something  wrong,  and  a  fear  of  the 
truth. 

The  package  did  reach  the  Portland  office  on  August  3, 
and  of  this  there  can  be  no  doubt.  So  the  defendant,  act- 
ing apparently  under  the  influence  of  the  fact,  first  wrote  in 
■•  his  certificate.  Afterwards  he  altered  the  date  to  August  4, 
so  as,  apparently,  to  make  it  possible  that  the  package  might 
have  been. in  the  mail  that  was  robbed.  The  certificate 
should  have  stated  the  truth  known  to  the  defendant  that 
his  official  register  contained  no  entry  of  the  package. 

These  contradictions  and  misstatements  and  attempts  at 
misleading  the  officers  and  person  intrusted  are  all  badges 
of  guUt. 

But  this  is  not  all  of  the  defendant's  statements  about  the 
package.  On  the  former  trial,  J.  H.  Koontz,  the  postmaster 
at  Umatilla,  in  August,  1868,  testified  that  ia  October  he 
had  a  conversation  with  defendant  upon  the  subject  of  reg- 
istered package  envelope  28,  when  the  defendant  said,  "He 
remembered  about  the  package,  but  had  no  note  of  it  in  his 
office,  and  that  he  thought  contents  either  dropped  or  taken 
out  at  The  Dalles." 

True,  this  testimony  was  not  given  to  the  jury  that  found 
this  verdict,  because  the  witness  was  unSble  to  attend  this 
trial  on  account  of  sickness.  •  But  in  a  motion  to  set  aside  a 
verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial,  it  is  proper  to  consider  all  the 
testimony  that  appears  to  exist  in  the  case. 

Then  we  come  to  the  interlineation .  and  erasure  concern- 
ing envelope  28  in  the  record  of  registered  matter  in  transit, 
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kept  by  the  defendant.  This  was  an  entry  after  the  fact, 
and  therefore  suspicious.  It  was  not  in  the  book  when  ex- 
amined by  the  defendant  and  Brooks  on  August  29,  although 
it  should  have  been  made  for  nearly  a  month  previous.  The 
defendant  then  said  there  was  no  entry  in  the  register  con- 
cerning the  package,  and  agent  Brooks  lodking  on,  over  de- 
fendant's shoulder,  saw  none.  The  entry  must  therefore 
have  been  made  long  after  the  package  arrived  at  the  office, 
and  after  the  inquiry  had  been  set  on  foot  as  to  what  had 
become  of  it  and  who  had  stolen  it.  The  register  is  m 
official  book  and  kept  for  the  public  and  subject  to  public 
inspection.  The  defendant  is  bound  only  to  make  true  en- 
tries therein  and  those  to  be  made  contemporaneous  with  the 
fact  to  which  they  relate.  He  has  no  right  to  destroy  the 
book  or  erase  entries  once  made  in  it.  The  falsification  of 
records,  either  by  interlineations  or  erasures,  with  a  refer- 
'  ence  to  a  matter,  in  which  the  party  making  such  falsifica- 
tion, is  suspected  or  charged  or  liable  to  be  suspected  or 
charged  with  neglect  or  wrong-doing,  is  strong  presumptive 
evidence  of  guilt.  This  interlineation  was  a  change  of  the 
record — an  afterthought,  as  an  answer  to  the  suspicions 
which  the  defendant  must  have  seen,  were  pointing  towards 
his  office  as  the  place  of  the  theft  of  the'  package.  The 
erasure  was  another  afterthought,  so  as  to  make  the  record 
comport  with  the  later  explanations  of  the  defendant — that 
the  package  had  been  torn  open  and  lost  its  contents  or  been 
robbed  of  them  east  of  Portland.  Such  a  statement  would 
be  flatly  contradicted  by  the  entry  that  the  package  had  ar- 
rived in  good  order.  Therefore  it  was  erased.  This,  of 
course,  was  in  legal  effect  and  office  understanding  an  entry 
of  arrival  in  good  order — because  the  entry  said  nothing  to 
the  contrary.  That'  this  interlineation  and  erasure  were 
made  by  the  defendant  the  jury  might  fairly  presume  from 
the  fact  of  his  having  the  special  custody  of  the  book,  and 
it  being  his  special  business  to  make  the  entries  therein. 
But  the  fact  that  sufficient  remains  of  the  entry,  to  show 
that  it  was  in  the  handwriting  of  the  defendant,  puts  the  mat- 
ter beyond  dispute. 
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It  being  shown  to  a  moral  certainty  tliat  the  envelope 
arrived  at  the  defendant's  office  with  the  package  of  gold 
dust,  and  that  the  latter  was  abstracted  from  the  envelope 
while  there,  the  circumstances  of  the  false  and  contradictory 
statements  of  the  defendant  concerning  the  package,  and 
the  interlineation  and  erasure  of  the  entry  relating  to  it, 
were  sufficient  to'  authorize  the  jury  to  conclude,  that  the 
defendant,  either  alone,  or  with  the  assistance  of  Fox,  stole 
the  dust. 

.  As  to  the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Fox  and  Dr.  Giltner,  I  have 
not  taken  it  into  account  in  the  foregoing  consideration. 
The  jury  within  their  power  of  judging  of  the  credibility  of 
a  witness,  and  the  true  import  of  conversations  which  are 
based  upon  prior  conversations,  or  occurrences  known  to 
both  the  witness  and  defendant,  but  only  incidentally  or 
imperfectly  shown  to  them,  might  have  fairly  drawn  some 
conclusions  from  the  testimony  of  these  witnesses,  none  of 
which  would  tend  to  show  the  defendant's  innocence,  but 
the  contrary.  For  instance,  the  conversation  between 
defendant  and  Mrs.  Fox  indicates  that  already  some 
friends  of  the  defendant  had  been  trying  to  induce  Fox 
to  take  upon  himself  the  whole  guilt  of  the  crime,  and 
thereby  save  the  defendant  harmless.  In  return,  the  de- 
fendant, by  himself  and  friends,  was  to  save  Fox  from  actual 
punishment,  either  upon  the  plea  that  gold  dust  was  not 
mailable  matter,  or  by  procuring  him  an  immediate  pardon. 
The  interview  betweeh  the  defendant  and  Giltner  points  to 
the  same  conclusion.  If  the  defendant  was  conscious  of  his 
own  innocence  and  of  Fox's  guilt,  th6  most  natural  and  prop- 
er course  for  him  to  have  pursued  was  to'  have  complained 
of  him,  instead  of  furtively  bargaining  for  Fox's  testimony 
on  his  own  behalf,  upon  the  promise  of  procuring  the  former 
an  immediate  pardon — a  promise,  which  the  defendant  had 
'  neither  the  right  to  make  nor  the  power  to  perform. 

It  is  also  proper  to  consider  the  fact  that  the  robbery  of 
the  mail  on  August  2,  was  known  to  the  defendant  about 
the  hour  that  envelope  28  came  to  his  office.  This  may  have 
suggested  the  feasibility  of  abstracting  the  contents  of  this 
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envelope,  and  escaping  detection  by  attributing  the  loss  to 
the  robbery.  In  pursuance  of  this  plan,  the  envelope  when 
•  relieved  of  its  contents,  would  be  detained  over  the  next 
day,  August  4,  and  started  for  Sacramento  on  August  6,  so 
as  to  arrive  at  the  latter  place,  in  point  of  time,  as  if  it  had 
been  in  the  mail  that  was  robbed  in  the  Blue  lllountains. 
The  accompanying  "  Eeturn  registered  letter  bill"  would  be 
detained  also,  so  as  to  keep  company  with  the  registered 
envelope.  This  was  easily  done.  There  was  no  other  en- 
velope arrived  at  Portland  in  the  mail  of  August  3,  directed 
to  Sacramento  distributing  postoffice,  but  No.  28.  The 
return  bill  enclosed  in  a  common  envelope  and  similarly 
directed  would  necessarily  be  the  one  which  related  to 
envelope  28.  This  theory  accords  with  the  fact  as  to  when 
the  plundered  envelope  and  return  bill  arrived  at  Sacramento. 
The  usual  time  then  occupied  in  making  the  trip  between 
Portland  and  Sacramento  was  SJ  days.  The  schedule  time 
was  six.  The  envelope  and  letter  bill  reached  Sacramento 
about  one  o'clock  p.  m.  of  August  10.  If  the  envelope  and 
letter  bill  had  left  Portland  at  six  o'clock  A.  m.  of  August  4, 
then  it  would  have  been  6  J  days  on  the  way — more  than  the 
schedule  time,  and  a  full  day  more  than  the  usual  time. 
But  supposing  that  they  left  in  the  mail  of  the  morning  of 
August  5,  then  the  time  consumed  in  the  transit  would  be 
the  usual  time,  at  that  season — 5J  days.  It  being  morally 
certain  that  •  envelope  28  and  the  return  letter  bill  reached 
the  Portland  office,  in  good  order,  on  the  afternoon  of  Au- 
gust 3,  and  that  they  reached  the  Sacramento  office,  with 
the  contentsrfDf  the  former  abstracted,  on  the  afternoon  of 
August  10 — after  a  period  of  6 J  days — it  is  a  very  reasonable 
conclusion,  not  only  that  the  envelope  was  robbed  in  the 
Portland  office,  but  that  it  and  the  letter  bill  were  detained 
there  for  that  purpose  and  on  that  account,  from  the  morn- 
ing of  August  4  to  that  of  August  5. 

The  letter  of  Fox  to  Put.  Smith,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  is 

evidence  of  more  or  less  conference  and  confidence  between 

the  defendant  and  Fox  on  this  subject.     It  would  seem  that 

they  had  a  common  interest  in,  or  knowledge  of  the  matter. 

36 
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The  defendant  seems  to  have  been  -watehing  the  action  of  the 
grand  jury  then  in  session  engaged  in  the  investigation  of 
crimes,  and  the  accusation  of  criminals.  At  this  time,  if 
defendant  was  wholly  innocent,  he  must  have  been  satisfied 
that  some  one  in  the  office  was  guilty.  He  retained  Fox  in  his 
employ — made  no  complaint  against  him — -but  communicated 
to  him  the  private  intelligence  that  the  matter  was  to  be 
taken  before  the  grand  jury,  which  the  latter,  in  turn, 
hastened  to  communicate  to  the  receiver  of  the  dust,  and 
ask  his  advice  in  the  premises.  This  scrawl,  read  by  the 
light  of  all  the  other  facts  in  the  case,  indicates  that  Fox 
knew  of  this  theft,  and  probably  had  been  used  as  a  tool  to 
dispose  of  the  stolen  dust. 

Besides  all  these,  there  are  other  circumstances  which 
tend  to  support  the  hypothesis  of  the  defendant's  guilt.  His 
detention  of  the  circular  letter  for  nearly  a  month,  instead 
of  answering  the  question  propounded  and  sending  it  for- 
ward at  once  to  Sacramento.  He  was  not  charged  with  the 
investigation  of  the  matter,  but  was  asked  a  question  con- 
cerning his  own  office.  If  he  knew  nothing  about  the  en- 
velope, and  there  was  no  entry  in  the  register  concerning  it, 
he  should  have  certified  so  at  once.  Impliedly  his  certificate 
asserts  that  there  was  an  entry  concerning  the  envelope  in 
his  register,  when  there  was  not,  unless  it  be  the  interlined 
and  erased  one.  The  letteirs  which  the  defendant  wrote  to 
the  postmasters,  appear  to  have  been  written  with  a  design 
to  suggest  that  envelope  28  was  in  the  mail  robbery  of 
August  2.  The  very  fact  that  defendant  stepped  out  of  his 
sphere  to  write  them  at  all,  tends  to  show  that  he  had  some 
fear  that  if  the  investigation  was  left  to  the  postal  agent,  it 
might  not  result  as  he,  the  defendant,  desired  it  to  do. 

In  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  no  objection  is  made  to  the 
ruling  of  the  Court  refusing  to  allow  Fox's  statem,ent  out  of 
Court,  to  be  given  in  evidence.  But  in  the  argument  of  the 
motion  and  everywhere  else,  we  are  met  with  the  plea  that 
Fox  has  confessed  the  theft,  and  the  defendant  is  not  guilty. 
The  fallacy  of  this  must  be  apparent  to  every  who  will  dis- 
passionately consider  the  matter  for  a  moment.     If  Fox's 
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admissions  could  be  given  in  evidence  to  prove  the  defend- 
ant's innocence,    when  Fox  was  placed,  on  trial  he  might 
show  that  these   admissions  were  false,    and  were  made 
for  the  purpose  of  wrongfully  procuring  the  acquittal  of  this 
defendant,  or  he  might  show  that  he  was  many  miles  from 
the  place  when  the  crime  was  committed,  and  therefore  it 
was  physically  impossible  for  him  to  have  committed  it. 
Upon  the  trial  of  defendant.  Fox's  statement  out  of  Court 
are  mere  hearsay.     Besides  Fox  might  confess  his  guilt  in 
pursuance  of  an  agreement  with  the  defendant's  friends,  for 
the  purpose  of  procuring  the  acquittal  of  defendant,  for  a 
consideration,  or  when  in  fact  they  were  both  guilty.     Fox 
was  the  best  witness  as  to  what  he  knew,  and  if  the  defend- 
ant wanted  it  to  go  to  the  jury,  he  should  have  called  him 
as  a  witness.     On  the  first  trial  this  was  done.     Fox  an- 
swered all  the  questions  asked  him  by  defendant  except  two, 
which  he  declined  answering  on  the  plea  that  the  answers 
might  criminate  himself.     These  questions  were — Whether 
any  package  of  gold  dust  came  down  in  the  mail  bags  from 
The  Dalles  about  August  1  ?  and,  "Whether  he  had  anygold 
dust  transactions  with  Put.  Smith?     For  aught  that  ap- 
peared, this  might  have  been  a  mere  pantomime,  enacted 
before  the  jury,  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  agreement,  for 
the  purpose  of  leading  their  minds  to  the  conclusion  that 
Fox  was  guilty,  and  the  defendant  not.     To  prevent  this, 
the  Court  instructed  the  jury  that  the  defendant  was  on 
trial  and  not'Fox,  and  if  Fox  declined  to  answer  a  question, 
as  he  might,  no  inference  was  to  be  drawn  from  the  refusal, 
either  for  or  against  the  defendant.     On  the  second  trial  the 
defendant  called  Cartwright,  the  District  Attorney,  as  a  wit- 
ness, who  swore  that  since  the  first  trial,  he  had  promised 
Fox,  that  if  he  would  tell  all  he  knew  about  the  theft,  and 
he  should  be  satisfied  he  told  the  truth,  he  woiild  make  him 
a  Government  witness,  and  he  should  not  be  prosecuted. 
For  this  reason  the  defendant  declined  to  call  Fox  as  a  wit- 
ness on  the  second  trial,  and  the  prosecution  being  satisfied 
to  submit  the  case  to  the  jury  without  his  testimony,  he  was 
not  examined  at  all.     But  counsel  for  the  defendant,  while 
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acknowledging  the  correctness  of  the  general  rule  laid  down 
by  the  Court  on  the  question  of  admitting  Fox's  outside 
statements  to  the  jury,  on  Baoidall's  trial,  still  indirectly 
complain  that  they  were  not  permitted  to  do  so;  even  when 
they  declined  to  call  him,  and  let  the  jury  heaf  his  account 
of  the  matter,  given  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  and  in 
the  presence  of  the  defendant.  Either  Fox  would  tell  the 
truth  as  a  witness  or  not.  If  he  would,  then  the  failure  of 
the  defendant  to  call  him,  gives  reasonable  ground  to  pre- 
sume that  his  testimony  would  tend  to  convict  the  defend- 
ant. If,  however,  the  defendant  had  reason  to  believe  that 
Fox  could  not  be  trusted  to  tell  the  truth  on  the  witness 
stand,  then  certainly,  and  independent  of  the  fact  that  they 
are  mere  hearsay,  the  defendant  ought  not  to  ask  his  admis- 
sions or  statements  made  out  of  Court  without  the  sanction 
of  an  oath  to  be  received  in  evidence — admissions  made  too 
in  pursuance  of  a  promise  from  the  defendant  and  his 
friends,  to  save  Fox  from  punishment  if  he  should  get  con- 
victed himself  on  account  of  them. 

The  second  ground  of  the  motion  for  a  nenv  trial — that  the 
verdict  was  against  law — was  not  argued  by  counsel  and 
needs  no  particular  consideration  by  the  Court.  Indeed,  I 
am  not  certain  as  to  what  question  is  intended  to  be  raised 
by  it.  The  charge  to  the  jury  was  in  the  main  oral,  and 
time  will  not  permit  its  being  written  out  now.  No  excep- 
tion was  taken  to  it  by  either  party,  and  I  understood  from 
defendant's  counsel  that  the  defence  was  well  Satisfied  with 
it.  The  verdict  is  not  against  the  law  given  the  jury  by  the 
Court,  for  under  the  charge  the  jury  were  at  liberty  to  find 
the  defendant  guilty  or  not  guilty,  according  as  the  facts 
and  the  proper  inferences  from  those  facts  might  in  their 
judgment  require. 

The  first  ertor  of  law  alleged  to  have  occurred  at  the  trial, 
was  the  refusal  of  the  Court  to  allow  the  defendant's  per- 
emptory challenge  to  Charles  Sweigle,  juror.* 

According  to  the  rules  and  practice  of  this  Court,  estab- 
lished since  1864,  by  the  adoption  of  section  155  of  the 
Grim.  Code  (Or.  Code,  467),  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
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six  peremptory  challenges,  and  no  more.  Before  challenging 
S-weigie,  the  defendant  had  challenged  peremptorily  six 
jurors,  which  challenges  had  been  allowed.  At  common 
law,  strictly  speaking,  a  peremptory  challenge  to  a  juror  was 
not  allowed  in  any  case.  But  in  progress  of  time  a  practice 
grew  up  to  allow  them,  in  favor  of  life,  in  capital  cases. 
Beyond  this,  peremptory  challenges  were  not  allowed  at  com- 
mon law. 

In  modern  times,  in  most  of  the  United  States,  the  prac- 
tice or  law  has  gone  to  the  other  extreme,  so  that  the  num- 
ber of  peremptory  challenges  allowed  a  defendant  enables 
him,  in  many  cases,  to  form  a  jury  that  is  morally  certain  to 
acquit  or  least  to  disagree. 

By  section  30  of  the  act  of  April  30,  1790  (1  Stat.  117), 
peremptory  challenges  in  United  States  Courts  are  limited 
to  treason  and  other  capital  cases.  The  laws  of  the  States 
allowing  peremptory  challenges  in  other  cases  do  not  apply, 
unless  made  a  rule  of  Court.  ( United  States  v.  Cottingham, 
2  Blatch.  C.  C.  470.)  The  case  last  referred  to  arose  un- 
der section  21  ©f  the  act  of  March  3,  1825,  substantially  the 
same  as  this.  A  clerk  in  the  Albany  postof&ce  was  indicted 
for  opening  a  letter  and  stealing  therefrom.  The  Court, 
Mr.  Justice  Nelson  presiding,  held  that  the  defendant  was 
not  entitled  to  any  peremptory  challenges  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  nor  under  the  law  of  the  State  of  New 
York,  as  the  latter  had  not  been  adopted  by  the  Court.  On 
March  3,  1868,  an  act  was  passed,  "regulating  proceedings 
in  criminal  cases  and  for  other  purposes"  (13  Stat.  500). 
The  second  section  of  this  act  provides,  that  in  capital  cases 
the  defendant  shall  have  but  twenty  peremptory  challenges, 
and  the  United  States  five;  and,  also;  that  "in  a  trial  for 
any  other  offence  in  which  the  right  q/  peremptory  challenge 
now  exists,  the  defendant  shall  be  entitled  to  ten  and  the 
United  States  to  two  peremptory  challenges." 

Heretofore  this  Court  has  always  construed  this  statute  as 
not  extending  the  right  of  peremptory  challenge  to  any  case 
not  capital,  on  the  ground  that  the  right  could  not  be  said  to 
exist  when  it  was  not  given  by  law,  but  merely  depended 
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upon  a  rule  of  Court.  If  otherwise,  then  this  act,  instead 
of  establishing  an  uniform  rule  upon  this  subject,  which 
appears  to  have  been  the  object  of  it,  would  allow  per- 
emptory challenges  in  this  State,  because  there  is  already  a 
rule  of  Court  allowing  them  here,  and  exclude  them  in  New 
York,  because  there  is  not  such  a  rule  there.  This  provis- 
ion of  the  statute  is  evidently  founded  upon  a  misappre- 
hension of  the  subject,  and  is  nugatory.  The  question  is  a 
technical  one  and  the  decision  of  it  in  no  way  affects  the  jus- 
tice of  the  case. 

The  second  error  of  law  alleged  to  have  occurred  on  the 
trial,  was  the  refusal  to  admit  in  evidence  9,  letter  of  Octo- 
ber 1,  1868,  written  by  J.  H.  Koontz,  and  addressed  to  the 
defendant.  Koontz  was  postmaster  at  Umatilla  in  the  early 
part  of  August,  1868,  but  his  brother,  J.  A.  Koontz,  was  his 
deputy  and  performed  the  duties  of  the  office.  J.  H.  Koontz 
wrote  the  letter  sometime  after  he  had  ceased  to  be  post- 
master. He  was  a  witness  at  the  former  trial,  but  absent  at 
this  on  account  of  sickness. 

The  letter  was  offered  in  evidence  to  show  that  the  de- 
fendant, when  he  wrote  to  the  Sacramento  postmaster  under 
date  of  October  9 — ^had  reason  to  believe  that  envelope  28 
was  in  the  mail  that  was  robbed  August  2 — did  have  a  reason 
so  to  believe  at  that  time,  even  if  it  was  a  mistake.  The 
right  to  introduce  this  letter  to  show  that  fact  was  rested  on 
the  ground  that  this  Koontz  letter  was  enclosed  in  the  letter 
to  the  Sacramento  postmaster,  and  therefore  entitled  to  be 
read  as  a  part  of  that  admission  of  the  defendant.  The 
Court  ruled  that  the  defendant  might  read  to  the  jury  any 
letter  that  was  enclosed  in  the  one  to  the  Sacramento  post- 
master, because  the  prosecution  having  read  that  to  the  jury 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  read  the  other  as  a  part  of  the 
same  statement  6r  admission.  The  Court  also  ruled,  that 
any  letter  which  the  defendant  sent  the  Sacramento  post- 
master with  his  of  October  9  as  the  ground  of  his  belief 
therein  mentioned,  might  be  read  to  the  jury  to  show  how 
far  the  defendant  was  warranted  or  justified  in  expressing 
the  opinion  or  making  the  statement  to  the  Sacramento 
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postmaster  that  he  did,  but  that  information  or  letters  not 
mentioned  or  disclosed  at  the  time  of  making  a  statement 
in  regard  to  envelope  28,  conld  not  be  read  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  jury. 

Taking  these  rules  as  a  guide  in  the  premises,  the  Court 
refused  the  Koontz  letter  to  be  read  to  the  jury,  because  it 
did  not  appear  from  the  testimony  that  it  was  enclosed  in 
the  defendant's  of  October  9,  addressed  to  the  postmaster 
at  Sacramento.  This  is  the  only  ruling  made  in  the  case 
that  upon  reflection  I  am  not  satisfied  with.  The  difficulty 
was  in  the  facts  and  not  in  the  law,  and  grew  out  of  the  in- 
distinctness of  the  testimony  as  to  what  letters  reached 
Sacramento  with  the  defendant's, 'or  in  it;  and  as  to  how  the 
letters  of  the  defendant's  were  returned  to  the  Portland 
office  and  came  into  Brooks'  box.  Lewis  remembered  but 
two  letters  in  the  Sacramento  postoffice  with  the  defendant's, 
and  this  is  not  one  of  them,  though  he  knew  there  were 
others;  and  it  might  have  been  placed  in  the  open  envelope 
in  Brooks'  box  by  the  defendant,  without  having  been  to 
Sacramento  at  all.  Yet  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  it  would 
have  been  safer  to  have  inferred  that  it  was  one  of  the  inclosures 
in  the  defendant's  letter,  from  the  fact  that  it  was  found  in 
company  with  it  in  Brooks'  box  after  the  return  of  the  latter 
from  Sacramento.  But  if  this  were  an  error  of  judgment,  I 
am  satisfied  that  it  worked  no  possible  harm  to  the  defend, 
ant.  It  wiU  not  be  contended  that  this  letter  in  any  way 
bears  directly  upon  the  question  of  the  defendant's  guilt  or 
innocence.  It  was  only  offered  to  qualify  the  effect  of  a  cir- 
cumstance from  which,  with  others,  the  jury  were  asked  to 
infer  the  defendant's  guilt.  In  other  words,  it  was  offered 
to  prove  that  the  defendant  had  good'reason  or  some  reason 
to  write  the  postmaster  at  Sacramento  that  he  believed  en- 
velope 28  was  in  the  mail  robbery  of  August  2,  and  therefore 
we  are  not  to  infer,  because  the  envelope  was  not  in  the  rob- 
bery, that  he  was  telling  a  willful  falsehood  for  the  pur- 
pose'of  putting  the  department  on  the  wrong  scent,  and 
keeping  the  pursuit  from  himself. 

But  the  letter  from  J.  H.  Koontz  does  not  show  that  en- 
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velope  28  was  in  the  robbery  of  August  2,  nor  furnish  any 
reason  or  ground  for  the  defendant  thinking  or  saying  so. 
Here  is  the  letter : 

"PosTOFFiCE,  Umatilla,  Oregon,  Oct.  1st,  1868. — To  E. 
G.  Eandall,  P.  M.,  Portland.  Dear  Sir:  At  the  request  of 
the  P.  M.,  I  write  you  in  answer  to  yours  of  Sept.  21.  Eeg'd 
Pkg.,  envelope  No.  28  came  to  this  office  on  the  1st  of  Au- 
gust, being  Saturday,  and  left  in  the  mail  on  Monday  at  the 
same  time  that  those  four  packages  left  that  were  broken  open 
and  robbed  on  the  morning  of  the  2d  of  Aug.  The  mails  that 
arrive  at  this  office  Saturday  lay  over  till  Monday,  and  in 
the  meantime,  on  Sunday  evening,  another  mail  from  east 
arrives,  and  both  go  down  on  Monday.  I  can't  say  certain 
that  all  went  down  in  the  same  lock-sack,  but  such  might  have 
been  the  case,  as  we  were  sometimes  compelled  to  put  both 
mails  together,  in  order  to  keep  sufficient  sacks  to  go  on 
the  two  routes  above,  namely,  Wallawalla  and  Boise  City. 
So  No.  28,  mailed  at  Auburn  July  28,  left  this  office  Au- 
gust 3." 

Now  this  letter  says  that  envelope  No.  28  reached  Uma- 
tilla Saturday,  August  1,  and  that  the  mail  robbery  took 
place  on  Sunday,  August  2,  in  the  Blue  Mountains,  near  one 
hundred  miles  east  of  Umatilla.  Can  any  one  pretend  that 
this  is  authority  or  even  a  decent  excuse  for  the  defendant's 
writing  to  the  Sacramento  postmaster  that  envelope  28  was  in 
the  mail  that  was  robbed  in  the  Blue  Mountains  of  August  2? 
Certainly  not.  Besides,  the  defendant  had  made  this  state- 
nient  to  Brooks  before  he  had  any  of  these  letters.  Again,  at 
the  time  the  defendant  wrote  this  letter  to  the  posbmaster  at 
Sacramento,  he  had  all  the  official  statements  of  all  the  post- 
masters on  the  route  before  him,  on  the  circular  letter.  These 
all  concluded  instating  that  envelope  28  was  two  days  ahead 
of  the  mail  that  was  robbed,  and  that  it  left  The  DaUes  for 
Portland  in  good  order  on  the  morning  of  August  3.  This 
Koontz  letter  is  a  mistake  in  regard  to  envelope  28  not 
leaving  Umatilla  until  August  3.  It  left  on  Saturday  morn- 
ing, August  1,  and  went  to  The  DaUes  by  land.   On  the  last 
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trial,  Koontz  explained  it  in  his  testimony.  The  mail  leaves 
Umatilla  six  times  a  week  for  The  Dalles — Mondays,  Wednes- 
days and  Fridays  by  water,  and  Tuesdays,  Thursdays  and 
Saturdays  by  land.  It  comes  up  on  opposite  days.  For  in- 
stance, the  land  mail  comes  to  Umatilla  from  The  Dalles  on 
Friday  evening,  and  returns  on  Saturday  morning,  but  not 
until  the  eastern  stage  comes  in — which  often  comes  in  in  the 
night.  The  mail  is  made  up  for  The  Dalles  the  next  morn- 
ing, and  a  letter  that  came  in  from  La  Grande  on  Friday 
evening,  July  31,  would  be  entered  on  the  register  as  of 
Saturday,  August  1,  and  go  in  The  Dalles  the  same  day. 
This  was  the  fact  in  regard  to  envelope  28.  J.  H.  Koontz 
was  the  postmaster,  but  his  brother  attended  to  the  busi- 
ness, and  when  he  wrote  this  letter,  some  time  after  he  went 
out  of  office,  he  saw  envelope  28  was  registered  on  Saturday, 
August  1,  and  he  inferred  that  it  came  on  the  evening  of 
that  day,  and  as  there  was  no  mail  carried  on  Sunday,  he 
rightly  concluded  from  these  premises,  that  it  left  for  The 
Dalles  on  Monday,  August  3,  in  same  mail  with  robbed 
packages,  but  he  was  mistaken  in  his  premises.  But,  be 
this  as  it  may,  the  letter  so  far  from  countenancing  the 
.opinion  that  envelope  28  was  in  mail  robbed  in  the  Blue 
Mountains  on  August  2,  shows  directly  the  contrary— that 
the  envelope  was  in  Umatilla  on  August  1,  from  twelve  to 
twenty-four  hours  ahead  of  that  mail. 

The  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  overruled. 

As  to  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  a  statement  of  the 
statutes  in  regard  to  the  matter  and  a  few  comments  will 
dispose  of  it.  Section  12  of  the  act  of  July  1,  1864  (13 
Stat.  337),  re-enacting  section  21  of  act  of  March  1,  1825 
(4  Stat.  107),  provides: 

"If  any  person  employed  in  any  department  of  the  post- 
office  establishment,  etc.,  shaU  secrete,  embezzle  or  destroy 
any  letter,  packet,  etc.,  with  which  he  or  she  shall  be  in- 
trusted, or  which  shall  have  come  into  his  or  her  possession 
and  intended  to  be  conveyed  by  post,  etc.,  such  letter^ 
packet,  etc.,  containing  any  note,  bond,  draft,  checS 
or  otJiertrUde  of  value,  etc.,   or  if  any  such  person,    etc., 
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shall  steal  or  take  any  of  the  same  out  of  any  letter,  packet, 
etc.,  such  person  shall,  on  conviction  of  any  such  offence, 
be  imprisoned  not  less  than^ten  years,  not  exceeding  twenty- 
one  years,  etc." 

Tried  by  this  -definition,  the  act  committed  by  the  defend- 
ant was  a  crime.  The  defendant  was  a  person  employed  in 
the  postoffice.  Envelope  28  came  into  his  possession  artd 
was  intended  to  be  conveyed  by  post.  It  contained  an  ar- 
ticle of  value — 12J  ounces  of  gold  dust — and  the  defendant 
by  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  found  to  have  taken  the  same 
out'of  such  envelope  or  letter  therein.  Even  if  the  statutes 
defining  mailable  matter  do  not  include  gold  dust  in  the 
category,  still  the  taking  or  stealing  it  from  a  letter  in  the 
mail  by  a  person  employed  in  the  postoffice  would  be  a  fiat 
violation  of  the  section  just  read,  and  a  crime.  It  does  not 
follow  that  because  an  article  is  not  enumerated  as  mailable 
matter  that  therefore  it  can  be  stolen  from  the  mails  by 
those  interested  with  their  conduct  and  transp oration,  with 
impunity,  or  in  the  pithy  language  of  counsel  for  the  United 
States,  "  because  gold  dust  is  not  mailable,  it  does  not  follow 
that  is  stealable."  As  argued  by  counsel  for  defendant, 
a  postmaster  might  object  to  being  responsible  for  articles, 
not  permitted  to  be  carried  in  the  mails,  but  no  one  should 
object  that  he  is  prohibited  from  stealing  from  the  mails, 
whether  the  article  be  rightfully  there  or  not. 

Section  16  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1863  (12  Stat.  704),  pro- 
vides: "  No  postmaster  shall  receive  to  be  conveyed  by  the 
mail  any  packet  or  package  which  shall  weigh  more  than  four 
pounds,  except  books  published  and  circulated  by  order  of 
Congress." 

The  reasonable  inference  from  this  section  is,  that  the 
mailability  of  matter  depends  upon  its  weight,  and  not  its 
kind  or  quality.  To  the  same  effect  is  section  25  of  the 
same  act,  which  reads : 

"On  all  matter  not  enumerated  as  mailable  matter  and  to 
which  no  specific  rates  of  postage  are  assigned,  and  which 
shall  nevertheless  be  mailed,  the  rate,  if  the  same  shall  be  for- 
warded, is  established  at  the  rate  of  letter  postages^" 
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Section  456  of  tlie  postoffice  regulations  prescribes : 

' '  Money  and  other  valuables,  sent  by  mail  are  at  the  risk  of 
tlie  owner,  but  in  case  of  loss  the  department  will  endeavor 
to  discover  the  cause,  and  where  there  has  been  a  theft,  to 
punish  the  offender." 

These  instructions  being  promulgated  by  the  Postmaster 
General,  under  authority  of  an  act  of  Congress,  have  the 
force  of  law.  Section  32  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1863,  au- 
thorized the  Postmaster  General  to  establish  a  uniform  plan 
for  the  registration  of  valuable  letters.  Under  this  system, 
envelope  28  was  being  carried,  through  the  mails,  when 
broken  open. 

In  United  States  v.  Marsellis  (2  Blatch.  C.  C.  109),  on  a 
special  verdict,  judgment  of  conviction  was  given  against 
the  defendant  for  taking  two  letters  containing  each  a  twen- 
ty-five cent  piece  in  silver.  The  case  was  argued  before 
Justices  Nelson  and  Betts,  and  iio  question  seemed  to  be 
made  that  it  was  not  a  crime  to  steal  coin  from  the  mails, 
because  it  was  not  mailable  matter.  This  judgment  was 
given  in  1849,  while  the  Postoffice  Act  of  1845,  which  the 
defendant  relies  on,  was  in  force.  There  is  no  statute  of 
the  United  States  which  provides  specifically  that  coin  is 
mailable  matter,  any  more  than  gold  dust.  Yet  I  appre- 
hend that  a  packet  of  either  of  them,  not  weighing  over  four 
pounds  and  prepaid  at  letter  postage  rates,  is  mailable  mat- 
ter; and  whether  this  be  so  or  not,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
but  that  it  is  a  crime  against  the  United  States  to  take  or 
steal  either  of  them  from  the  mails. 

To  conclude :  after  a  long  and  careful  examination  of  the 
case,  I  can  find  no  sure  ground  upon  which  to  question  the 
legality  or  rightfulness  of  this  verdict  or  to  arrest  or  delay 
the  judgment  of  convictidn  which  the  law  declares  shall  be 
given  against  the  defendant  in  consequence  of  it. 

SENTENCE. 

Thereupon  the  District  Attorney  moved  for  judgment, 
and  the  Court  asked  the  defendant  if  he  had  anything  to  say 
why  sentence  should  not  be  passed  upon  him.  The  defend- 
ant rose  and  said : 
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TouK  HoNOK : — I  am  innocent  of  this  crime,  as  sure  as 
th^re  is  a  God  in  Heaven,  and  evejy  one  connected  with  the 
prosecution  knows  this  full  as  well  as  I  do.  It  is  the  most 
damnable  piece  of  persecution  that  was  ever  perpetrated 
against  a  white  man.  I  feel  certain  that  time  will  reveal  my 
innocence  and  bring  the  guilty  to  justice. 

The  Court  then  pronounced  sentence  as  follows : 

You  have  been  indicted  by  the  grand  jury  of  the  district, 
for  the  violation  of  an  important  trust — the  commission  of  a 
grave  and  serious  crime.  After  a  fair  trial,  in  which  you 
have  had  the  aid  of  able,  experienced  and  devoted  counsel, 
and  the  sympathy  and  prayers  of  many  warm  friends,  you 
have  been  found  guilty  as  charged,  by  an  honest  and  intelli- 
gent jury  of  your  country. 

By  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  argued  ardently  and  at  great 
length  in  your  behalf,  the  Court  has  been  compelled  to  re- 
view the  testimony  upon  which  this  verdict  was  given.  After 
a  careful  examination  and  consideration  of  the  facts  and 
circumstances  proven  against  you,  the  Court  is  bound  to  ap- 
prove of  the  verdict  and  pronounce  upon  you  the  sentenc  e 
which  the  law  has  provided  for  those  who  violate  it. 

I  will  not  harrow  your  feelings  nor  prolong  this  painful 
duty  by  indulging  in  any  reflections  or  suggestions  upon 
your  present  unfortunate  condition  and  future  prospects. 
The  occasion  will  suggest  to  you  and  those  present,  all  that 
I  could  say,  and  more. 

The  jury  have  recommended  you  to  the  mercy  of  the  Court, 
and  your  former  good  reputation  is  in  proof.  So  far  as  the 
Court  knows  or  can  see,  this  is  your  first  crime.  The  amount 
stolen  is  comparatively  small,  and  no  one  but  the  Omnis- 
cient can  know  or  estimate  the  force  of  the  temptation  wliich 
in  an  evil  hour  for  yourself  and  friends,  caused  you  to  stum- 
ble and  faU. 

The  law  provides  that  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court  you 
may  be  sentenced  to  imprisonment  at  hard  labor  for  a  period 
not  less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty-one  years. 

In  consideration  of  the  circumstances  just  enumerated — 
particularly  the  recommendation  of  the  jury  and  your  past 
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good  reputation,  the  Court  has  concluded  to  fix  your  im- 
prisonment at  the  term  of  twelve  years;  and  does  now  sen- 
tence you  to  bfe  imprisoned  at  hard  labor  for  the  term  of 
twelve  years  from  this  time. 

And  as  the  legislature  of  this  State  has  not  yet  provided 
for  the  admission  of  United  States  convicts  into  the  State 
penitentiary,  it  is  ordered  that,  this  sentence  be  executed  in 
the  jail  of  Multnomah  county,  so  far  as  the  discipline  of  such 
prison  wiU  permit,  until  the  further  order  of  this  Court,  or 
it  is  otherwise  by  law  provided. 

David  Logan,  for  the  United  States. 

« 
William  Strong  and  Joseph  N.  Bolph,  for  defendant. 


DISTRICT  COURT,  FEBRUARY  28,  1869. 
In  re  E.  G.  EANDALL  AND  JOHN  SUNPEELAND. 

The  facts  concerning  an  alleged  act  of  bankruptcy  should  be  stated  in  the 
petition  with  such  certainty  and  detail,  as  to  inform  the  debtor  of  what  he 
is  required  to  make  proof  or  explanation,  as  provided  in  section  41  of  the 
act. 

An  allegation  in  a  petition  that  the  debtor  being  a  trader,  stopped  payment 
of  his  commercial  paper  within  a  period  of  fourteen  days,  is  too  indefinite 
to  put  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  debtor  concerning  such  alleged 
stoppage,  and  may  be  disregarded  as  immaterial. 

An  insolvent  is  one  who  is  unable  to  pay  his  debts  in  full  at  once,  or  as  they 
become  due. 

An  assignment  of  his  property  by  an  insolvent  person  for  the  purpose  of  hav- 
ing the  same  distributed  among  his  creditors,  is  presumed  to  have  been  done 
with  intent  to  defraud  the  operation  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  by  preventing 
such  property  from  coming  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  and  being  dis- 
tributed under  the  act,  and  is  therefore  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

An  assignment  by  a  solvent  person  of  all  his  property  to  a  trustee  for  the 
equal  benefit  of  the  creditors,  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  because  it  hinders 
and  delays  creditors  in  the  collection  of  their  debts,  and  for  the  same  rea- 
son it  is  void  under  the  statute  of  frauds. 

Deady,  J.     On  January  30,  1869,  a  petition  was  filed  in 
this  Court  by  Einshein  Brothers  &  Co.,  of  San  FrancisQp, 
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against  the  firm  of  Eandall  and  Sunderland  of  this  city, 
praying  that  said  firm  might  be  adjudged  bankrupt,  for  the 
caTises  therein  specified. 

An  order  to  show  cause  was  issued  and  made  returnable 
February  13;  at  the  same  time  an  injunction  was  allowed 
against  E.  and  S.,  and  their  assignee,  John  E.  Foster,  re- 
straining them  from  interfering  with  or  disposing  of  the 
goods,  etc.,  of  the  firm. 

On  the  return  day  of  the  order  to  show  cause,  E.  and  S. 
appeared  by  counsel  and  filed  an  answer  to  the  petition. 
At  the  same  time  by  consent  of  counsel,  the  case  was  set 
down  for  hearing  by  the  Court,  at  a  future  day.  On  Feb- 
ruary 20,  the  Court  heard  the  testimony  in  the  cas^and  the 
argument  of  counsel,  and  took,  the  matter  under  con- 
sideration. 

The  petition  alleges  the  commission  of  three  distinct  acts 
of  bankruptcy  by  E.  and  8. 

I.  That  E.  and  S.  within  six  calendar  months  next  prcj 
ceding  the  date  of  the  petition — in  January,  1869 — did  make 
an  assignmenti,  sale  and  transfer  of  all  their  stock  in  trade 
store  fixtures  and  accounts — the  same  being  all  the  property  • 
of  E.  and  S.— to  one  John  Foster,  with  intent  to  delay  or 
hinder  or  defraud  the  creditors  of  them,  the  said  E.  and  S. 

II.  That  E.  and  S.  within  the  period  aforesaid,  in  con- 
templation of  insolvency,  did  voluntarily  assign,  transfer, 
and  convey  all  of  their  property  consisting  as  aforesaid,  to 
one  John  E.  Foster — the  said  Foster  liaving  reasonable 
cause  then  and  there  to  believe  that  E.  and  S.  were  acting 
in  contemplation  of  insolvency;  and  that  said  assignment, 
etc.,  was  made  with  intent  to  prevent  their  property  from 
coming  to  their  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  and  to  prevent  the 
same  from  being  distributed  under  the  Bankrupt  Act,  and 
to  defeat  the  object,  and  evade  the  provisions  thereof. 

III.  That  E.  and  S.  within  the  period  aforesaid,  being 
merchants  and  traders  at  Portland  on  "Wallamet,  in  the  dis- 
trict aforesaid,  fraudulently  stopped  payment  of  their  com- 
mercial paper,  within  the  period  of  fourteen  days. 

The  answer  of  E.  and  S.  tacitly  admits  the  existence  of 
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the  debt  of  the  petitioning  creditors— $6,183.56— and  that 
it  is  provable  in  bankruptcy;  and  that  they  assigned  all 
their  property  to  Foster,  but  denies  that  such  assignment 
-n-as  made  iu  contemplation  of  insolvency,  or  with  the  fraudu- 
lent or  illegal  intents  alleged  in  ,the  petition  or  either  of 
them.  The  answer  also  denies  that  E.  and  S.^  stopped  pay- 
ment of  their  commercial  paper,  or  that  they  were  insolvent 
or  contemplated  insolvency.  On  the  trial  Sunderland  and 
Foster  were  examined  as  witnesses,  but  Eandall  not.  No 
evidence  was  offered  touching  the  third  alleged  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. 

Section  41  of  the  act,  which  provides  for  "a  trial,  to 
ascertain  the  fact  of  such  alleged  bankruptcy,"  declares, 
that  if  upon  such  trial  "  the  debtor  proves  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  Court  *  *  *  that  the  facts  Set  forth 
in  the  petition  are  not  true  *  *  *  the  pro- 
ceedings shall  be  dismissed,  and  the  respondent  shall  re- 
cover costs." 

The  effect  of  this  provision  is  to  throw  the  burden  of 
proof  upon  the  respondents,  and  a  denial  of  the  facts  in  the 
petition  by  the  answer  of  the  respondents,  does  not  shift  this 
burden  upon  the  petitioner.     No  other  or  less  effect  can  be 
given  to  the  language  of  section  41,  requiring  the  debtor  to 
prove  that  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  petition  are  not  true. 
But  it  seems  to  me,  on  the  other  hand,  that  justice  to  the  -. 
debtor,  requires   that  the  facts  to  be  disproved  by  him, 
should  be  stated  with  such  certainty  and  detail  as  to  inform 
him  of  what  he  is  to  make  an  explanation  or  proof.     A  gen- 
eral statement  in  a  petition  that  a  debtor  in  January,  1869, 
stopped  payment  of  his  commercial  paper  for  the  period  of 
fourteen  days,  is  not,  in  my  judgment,  such  an  allegation  of 
fact,  as  will  warrant  an  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  against 
the  debtor,  unless  he  disproves  or  explains  it.     In  answer 
to  this  it  may  be  said  that  the  allegation  concerning  the 
commercial  paper  is  in  the  language  of  Form  54.     But  it 
should  be  remembered  that  the  various  statements  of  acts 
of  bankruptcy,   given  in  Form  54,    are  mere   outlines  or 
skeleton  statements,  to  be  filled  in  with  the  particular  cir- 
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cumstances  of  the  case  ia  question,  and  sucli  is  the  direction 
given  in  the  nota  bene  near  the  end  of  the  Form. 

This  allegation  should  state  as  nearly  as  possible  the  date 
of  the  promissory  note  or  bill  of  exchange,  of  which  pay- 
ment had  been  stopped — to  whom  made,  and  for  what 
amount,  and  when  payable,  and  whether  the  debtor  was 
liable  thereon  as  maker  or  indorser,  and  by  whom  the  same 
was  held  when  payment  was  neglected  or  refused. 

Again,  it  may  be  said  that  if  the  allegation  was  not  suffi- 
ciently distinct,  the  respondents  should  have  declined  to 
answer  it  on  that  grpund,  and  asked  that  it  be  made  more 
definite  and  certain  or  stricken  out.  This,  I  suppose,  would 
be  the  better  practice,  particularly  when  there  is  an  attempt 
to  state  a  particular  stoppage  or  suspension  of  payment, 
and  the  same  is  stated  defectively  or  insufficiently.  But 
when  the  allegation  is  a  general  one — that  the  debtor  stopped 
payment  of  his  commercial  paper — without  containing  any 
particular  fact  or  facts  pointing  to  any  particular  paper,  in 
my  opinion,  as  to  this,  there  are  no  "facts  set  forth  in  the 
petition,"  which  the  debtor  is  required  to  prove  not  true  to 
prevent  being  adjudged  a  bankrupt  thereon. 

Before  proceeding  to  consider  the  second  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy set  forth 'in  the  petition  it  will  be  necessary  to  state 
the  evidence  or  the  facts  established  by  it,  which  is  done  as 
follows : 

I..  That  from  August,  1868,  to  Jan.  9,  1869,  E.  and  S. 
were  engaged  as  partners  in  the  retail  boot  and  shoe  busi- 
ness, on  the ,  corner  of  First  and  Alder  streets,  as  the  suc- 
cessors of  Holmes  and  Sunderland.  That  on  the  morning 
of  January  9,  aforesaid,  Eandall  was  found  guilty  by  a  jury 
in  the  United  Stutes  Court  for  the  District,  of  a  crime,  pun-, 
ishable  at  least  by  ten  years'  imprisonment  at  hard  labor, 
and  that  thereafter  on  the  same  day  E.  and  S.  by  their 
writing  under  seal  assigned,  sold  and  transferred  their  entire 
property,  consisting  of  stock  in  trade,  store  fixtures,  and 
accounts,  to  John  E.  Foster,  "for  the  benefit  of  all  the 
creditors  of  said  firm  without  distinction,"  and  after  the  pay- 
ment of  said  firm  creditors,  to  be  applied  to  the  payment 
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"of  the  individual  debts  of  K.  and  S.  according  to  their 
respective  interests,  that  is  to  say,  after  the  payment  of  the 
iirm  debts,  the  balance  of  the  said  property  or  the  proceeds 
thereof,  belongs  to  the  said  copartners  in  equal  shares,  and 
shall  be  so  applied."  The  writing  then  authorizes  and  directs 
the  assignee  "to  collect  the  said  accounts  and  to  manage 
said  business,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  said  goods  according  to 
his  best  discretion  and  judgment  for  the  purposes  aforesaid." 

II.  That  the  assignee  executed  the  writing  and  accepted 
the  trust,  and  took  possession  of  the  store  and  goods  and 
carried  on  the  business  in  the  usual  way — Sunderland  re- 
maining in  the  store — until  the  injunction  was  served  upon 
him.  The  assignment  did  not  state  the  names  of  any  of  the 
creditors  of  the  firm,  nor  the  amount  separately  or  in  the 
aggregate  of  their  claims ;  neither  did  it  state  the  names  of 
the  individual  creditors  of  the  partners  nor  the  amount  of 
their  individual  indebtedness.  Sunderland  testified  that  he 
owed  no  individual  debts.  Foster,  when  being  examined 
by  the  petitioner's  counsel,  testified  that  Bandall  told  him 
that  if  he  got  what  he  was  entitled  to  from  the  postofiice  de- 
partment, he  thought  it  would  pay  his  individual  debts.  An 
inventory  of  the  goods,  store  fixtures  and  accounts  is  an- 
nexed to  the  assignment.  The  former  were  inventoried  at 
their  cost  in  San  Francisco,  with  the  freight  to  Portland 
added,  and  foot  up  $14,213.70.  The  store  fixtures  are 
lumped  in,  without  any  items,  at  1500.  The  sum  of  1156.50 
is  charged  for  premiums  paid  for  insurance  upon  the  goods. 
Sum  total  of  value  of  goods,  fixtures  and  insurance,  $14,- 
870.21.  In  addition  to  these,  the  inventory  contains  a  list 
of  accounts  due  the  firm  from  about  190  different  persons, 
the  nominal  value  of  which  amounts  to  12,256.80.  Of  these 
accounts  what  amounts  to  $104.25  are  marked  in  the  inven- 
tory as  ' '  doubtful. " 

The  petition  charges  that  E.  and  S.  are  indebted  to 
merchants  in  San  Francisco  in  the  sum  of  about  $12,000. 
Foster  testifies  that  at  the  date  of  the  assignment  the  in- 
debtedness of  the  firm  amounted  to  $13,000.  The  stock  of 
goods  on  hand  at  date  of  assignment  was  a  reasonably  good 
37 
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one.  There  were,  however,  but  few  full  packages.  Most 
of  them  had  been  retailed  from  and  some  sizes  and  kind 
were  lacking.  The  bulk  of  them  was  bought  in  August  or 
September,  1868.  Foster  testifies  that  if  the  goods  were 
put  upon  the  market  and  sold  at  once  for  cash,  that  they 
would  bring  30  cents  on  the  dollar  of  the  inyentoried  price, 
but  that  if  he  was  allowed  to  carry  on  the  business  by  keep- 
ing up  the  stock  he.  could  work  them  off  so  as  to  receive  100 
cents  on  the  doUar,  and  something  more.  Sunderland  tes- 
tifies, as  to  the  cause  of  the  assignment,  that  when  Bandall 
was  found  guilty  and  about  to  be  imprfsoned,  that  he  thought 
he  would  protect  his  creditors  by  taking  in  a  responsible 
party  and  making  an  assignment  to  him.  He  also  testifies 
that  on  January  9  the  goods  were  worth  what  they  were  in- 
ventoried at,  and  tha,t  they  were  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts 
of  B.  and  S.,  but  that  if  forced  to  sale  for  cash  they  would 
not  bring  50  cents  on  the  dollar  of  the  inventoried  price; 
that  he  did  not  know  what  the  store  fixtures  were  worth,  and 
that  as  a  general  thing  the  accounts  were  a  good  lot  and 
worth  75  cents  on. the  dollar.  Homer  Sanborn,  a  merchant, 
testifies  that  he  assisted  to  inventory  the  goods  and  that  it 
is  owing  to  circums^tances  whether  they  are  worth  the  in- 
ventory price  or  not.  Thought  they  were  worth  that  to  E. 
and  S.  Under  the  circumstances  he  would  have  been  vnlling 
to  take  the  goods  and  business  and  paid  the  debts  of  the 
firm.  That  he  and  John  E.  Foster  were  indorsers  for  E. 
and  S.  for  $1,000. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  the  first  question  that  arises  in 
the  consideration  of  the  second  alleged  act  of  bankruptcy,  is 
the  solvency  of  the  firm  of  E.  and  S.  at  the  time  of  this  as- 
signment. A  solvent  man  is  one  that  is  able  to  pay  all  his 
debts  in  full,  at  once  or  as  they  become  due.  Insolvency  is 
merely  the  opposite  of  solvency.  A  man  who  is  unable^to 
pay  his  debts  out  of  his  own  means,  or  whose  debts  cannot 
be  collected  out  of  such  means  by  legal  process,  is  insolvent 
—and  this  is  so,  although  it  may  be  morally  certain  that 
with  indulgence  from  his  creditors,  in  point  of  time,  he  may 
be  ultimately  able  to  satisfy  his  engagements  in  full.     The 
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term  insolvency  imports  a  present  inability  to  pay.  The 
probable  or  improbable  future  condition  of  the  party  in  this 
respect  does  not  affect  the  question.  If  a  man's  debts  can- 
not be  made  in  full  out  of  his  property  by  levy  and  sale  on' 
execution,  lie  is  insolvent  within  the  primary  and  ordinary 
meaning  of  the  word,  and  particularly  in  the  sense  in  which 
the  word  is  used  in  the  Bankrupt  Act.  (Burrill  on  Assign., 
38,  41;  HerriclcY.  Borst,  4  Hill,  652;  Buckingham  y.  McLean, 
13  How.  167;  In  re  The  Merchants  N.  B.,  1  Law  Times  B. 
E.  73;  Foster  v.  HacMey  et  al,  2  Id.  12.) 

Tried  by  this  rule,  I  have  no  doubt  but  E.  and  S.  were 
insolvent  at  the  date  of  this  assignment.  The  nominal  value 
of  their  assets  as  set  forth  in  the  inventory,  including  goods, 
fixtures,  accounts  and  insurance,  is  $17,127.01,  and  their 
debts,  as  testified  by  Mr.  Foster,  amount  to  $13,000.  It  is 
not  probable  that  75  cents  on  the  dollar  could  be  realized 
from  this  property  upon  legal  process,  and  even  this  result 
would  scarcely  produce  enough  to  pay  the  debts,  not  count- 
ing the  expenses  of  sale,  etc.  It  is  more  likely  it  would  not 
fetch  over  50  cents  on  the  dollar.  The  goods  had  been 
called  over  at  retail.  The  fixtures  are  not  itemized  in  the 
inventory,  and  they  probably  have  little,  if  any,  value  out 
of  the  store-room  and  business  in  which  they  are  used.  The 
accounts,  even  if  all  of  them  were  against  solvent  people, 
would  scarcely  pay  25  cents  on  the  dollar  after  deducting 
the  expenses  of  collection  by  legal  process,  and  it  is  safe  to 
conclude  that  they  would  not  sell  in  open  market  for  50 
cents  on  the  dollar. 

The  parties  being  insolvent  at  the  making  of  this  assign- 
ment, did  they  make  it  with  the  intention  to  defeat  of  delay 
the  operation  of  the  Bankrupt  Act?  Every  person  is  pre- 
sumed to  intend  the  natural  and  probable  consequences  of 
his  own  acts.  This  assignment  attempts  to  vest  the  whole 
of  the  property  of  E.  and  S.  in  a  trustee  selected  by  them, 
for  the  purpose  of  equal  distribution  among  aU  their  credi- 
tors. If  allowed  to  stand,  one  of  the  necessary  consequences 
will  be  that  the  property  of  these  insolvents  will  be  pre- 
vented from  coming  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  and  from 
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heing  distributed  among  the  creditors  under  the  Bankrupt 
Act,  and  so  the  operation  of  the  act  will  be  defeated.  This 
natural,  and  not  only  probable,  but  necessary  consequence 
of  this  assignment,  the  assignors  must  be  presumed  to  have 
intended,  unless  they  show  to  the  contrary.  As  to  this,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  upon  them. 

The  necessity  of  the  provision  in  the  act  which  makes  void 
an  assignment  by  an  insolvent  with  intent  to  delay  or  defeat 
the  act  (§  35),  and  also  the  provision  which  declares  such 
an  assignment  an  act  of  bankruptcy  (§  39),  is  apparent. 
Without  them,  the  law  could  and  would  be  successfully 
evaded  to  the  injury  of  creditors.  In  addition,  the  justice 
and  propriety  of  the  act  in  this  respect  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned. In  good  morals  the  property  of  an  insolvent  debtor 
belongs  to  his  creditors.  They  being  the  primary  and  real 
parties  in  interest,  are  entitled  to  give  direction  in  the  set- 
tlement and  distribution  of  the  insolvents'  estate,  and  to 
select  the  person  to  control  and  dispose  of  it  for  the  com- 
mon benefit. 

To  secure  this  result  is  the  purpose  of  the  Bankrupt  Act. 
The  nec^sary  consequence  of  this  assignment,  if  allowed  to 
stand,  is  to  defeat  this  purpose,  in  this  case,  and  therefore 
the  law  declares  the  making  of  it,  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  It 
would  seem,  that  in  effect  the  act  forbids  any  assignment  by 
an  insolvent  or  person  in  contemplation  of  insolvency  for 
any  purpose.  True,  an  assignment  made  with  the  consent 
and  accepted  by  all  the  creditors  of  the  assignor,  might  be 
upheld,  not  because  such  assignments  are  expressly  per- 
mitted by  the  law,  but  because  the  creditors  would  be 
bound  by  their  acceptance  and  estopped  from  impugning 
the  legality  of  an  act,  virhich  had  been  done  with  their  con- 
sent and  approval.  ,  * 

My  conclusion  is,  then,  that  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  pe- 
tition as  to  the  second  act  of  bankruptcy  are  true.  That 
the  respondents,  being  insolvent,  made  this  assignment  with 
intent  to  defeat  the  operation  of  the.  bankrupt  act,  by  pre- 
venting their  property  from  coming  to  their  assignee  in 
bankruptcy,  and  to  prevent  the  same  from  being  distributed 
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under  the  bankrupt  act.  This  is  a  necessary  consequence 
of  the  assignment,  if  allowed  to  stand,  and  no  other  purpose 
or  object  is  shown  or  suggested  for  making  it. 

A  single  act  of  bankruptcy  being  proven,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  consider  the  first  charge  in  the  petition  that  E.  and 
S.  made  this  assignment  with  intent  to  delay,  or  hinder,  or 
defraud  creditors. 

If,  however,  the  respondents  were  solvent  at  the  date  of 
this  assignment,  as  claimed  by  them, 'then  in  contemplation 
of  law  the  assignment  would  have  been  made  to  delay,  hin- 
der and  defraud  creditors,  because,  if  allowed  to  stand,  such 
would  have  been  its  operation  and  effect.  An  assignment 
by  a  solvent  person  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  with  or 
without  preferences,  is  void  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  be- 
cause the  necessary  consequence  of  it  is  to  delay  and  de- 
fraud creditors,  by  preventing  them  from  subjecting  their 
debtor's  property  by  the  ordinary  legal  proceedings  and 
process  to  the  satisfaction  of  their  claims.  {Kellogg  v. 
Slawson,  15  Barb.  '57;  Perry  v.  Langley,  7  Am.  Law  Eeg. 
431;  Burrill  on  Assign.  33.)  Section  39  of  the  act  makes  an 
assignment,  whether  the  assignor  be  solvent  or  insolvent, 
with  intent  to  delay,  hinder  or  defraud  creditors,  an  act  of 
bankruptcy.  Upon  the  face  of  this  assignment,  the  firm  of 
E.  and  S.  profess  to  be  solvent,  because  they  expressly  pro- 
vide for  the  disposition  of  the  mirplus  of  their  property  after 
paying  their  debts.  Again,  an  assignment  which  authorizes 
the  trustee  or  assignee  to  sell  on  credit,  or  in  any  manner 
to  prolong  his  possession  of  the  property  beyond  the  tune 
reasonably  necessary  to  convert  it  into  cash,  and  distribute 
it  among  the  creditors,  is  void  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
and  also  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  because  its  necessary  conse- 
quence is  to  delay  and  hinder  creditors.  This  assignment 
leaves  this  matter  to  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the 
assignee,  and  even  authorizes  him  "to  manage  the  btismess 
according  to  such  judgment  and  discretion  The  h.mess 
of  E.  and  S.  was  the  retail  trade  in  boots  and  shoes  If  the 
assignee  is  "to  manage"  this  as  he  thinks  best,  he  may 
thinkbest  to  carry  it  on  for  years,  and  continue  to  invest  the 
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proceeds  of  sales  in  new  stock,  instead  of  disposing  of  the 
stock  and  distributing  the  proceeds  among  the  creditors,  at 
once.  Indeed,  I  infer  from  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Foster, 
that  he  iad  some  such  purpose  in  view.  From  the  proceeds 
of  the  sales  of  the  property,  he  had  already  purchased  some 
new  stock.  He  spoke  of  what  he  expected  to  realize  for  the 
stock  on  hand  by  disposing  of  it  in  the  course  of  the  busi- 
ness. This  process  might  occupy  several  years.  In  the 
meantime,  the  assignee  might  prosper  and  make  money  for 
all  concerned,  or  he  might  by  misconduct  or  misfortune  lose 
all  that  had  been  assigned  to  him,  and  leave  the  creditors 
without  anything.  In  the  meanwhile,  and  however  the  oper- 
tion  might  result,  the  creditors  would  be  delayed  and  hin- 
dered in  the  collection  of  their  debts. 

Judgment  must  be  given  declaring  the  respondents  bank- 
rupts upon  the  ground  of  the  assignment  of  their  property 
while  insolvent,  with  the  intent  to  defeat  the.  operation  of 
the  bankrupt  act. 

Iriedenrich  and  Lansing  Stout,  for  petitioners. 

David  Logatn  and  Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  respondents. 
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With  the  policy  or  impolicy  of  an  act  of  Congress,  Courts  and  juries  have 
nothing  to  do. 

An  action  for  a  penalty  for  the  violation  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Act  (14 
Stat.  144) ,  is  a  civil  action,  and  the  jury  are  to  find  according  to  the  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence. 

In  considering  the  evidence,  a,  jury  is  bound  to  act  deliberately  and  accord- 
ing to  the  dictates  of  reason  and  the  teachings  of  experience. 

The  lavr  presumes,  and,  until  the  contrary  appears,  juries  are  bound  by  such 
presumption,  that  a  witness  speaks  the  truth. 

A  box  of  sardines  being  sold  unstamped,  the  presumption  is  that  it  never 
was  stamped,  but  such  presumption  may  be  overcome  by  showing  that  the 
stamp  had  been  lost  or  removed  by  accident,  or  the  like. 

A  jury  is  not  formed  to  reflect  by  its  verdict  the  state  of  public  opinion 
touching  the  questions  involved  in  the  case  on  trial. 

Interest  of  a  witness  in  the  result  of  the  action  to  be  considered  by  the  jury. 
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This  was  an  action  brought  upon  the  information  of  Lean- 
der  Quivey  and  I.  G.  Culpepper,  against  the  defendant,  to 
recover  penalties  to  the  amount  of  $750,  for  selling  nine 
sealed  boxes  of  sardines  and  six  bottles  of  hair  oil,  without 
the  same  being  duly  stamped. 

On  the  trial,  the  witnesses  for  the  government — Quivey 
and  Culpepper — testified  positively  that  they  bought  the 
above  mentioned  articles,  at  the  store  of  the  defendant,  at 
Dayton,  in  Yamhill  county,  on  July  2,  1868,  of  Columbus 
Brown,  the  son  and  clerk  of  the  defendant,  and  that  the 
same  were  not  stamped  when  purchased.  The  sardines  were 
produced  on  the  trial,  and  the  boxes  bore  the  appearance  of 
having  once  been  stamped  about  the  middle  of  the  long 
edge,  and  that  the  stamps  had  afterwards  come  off. 

For  the  defendant,  Columbus  Brown  testified  that  he  sold 
the  articles  in  question  to  Quivey  and  Culpepper,  at  the 
time  and  place  they  stated,  but  that  to  the  best  of  his  recol- 
lection and  belief  they  were  duly  stamped  at  the  time.  He 
also  testified  that  all  the  sardines  in  the  store  at  the  time  of 
the  sale  were  purchased  of  Sneath,  in  Portland,  and  that 
they  were  stamped  when  put  upon  the  shelves.  That  bot- 
tles of  hair  oil  were  purchased  of  Hodge  &  Calef,  between 
three  and  four  years  ago.  That  he  believed  they  were 
stamped,  because  never  got  any  goods  of  H.  &  C.  that 
needed  stamping.  That  he  was  in  the  habit  of  examining 
goods  once  a  month  with  assistant  assessor  Porter,  to  see 
if  duly  stamped.  That  he  believed  articles  sold  to  Q.  and 
C.  duly  stamped,  but  not  positive  of  it. 

T.  J.  Eobertson,  a  saloon  keeper,  testified  that  he  was  an 
Intimate  friend  of  Culpepper's,  and  that  about  the  first  of 
February  last,  Culpepper  came  into  his  saloon  on  Morrison 
street,  and  plucked  him  one  side  and  told  him  that  he  had 
been  up  the  country  buying  sardines,  and  when  they  got  any 
with  stamps  on  they  tore  them  off,  and  that  he  had  the  dead 
wood  on  a  big  thing;  and  that  Culpepper  then  tapped  him 
on  the  side  of  the  nose  with  his  finger,  remarking  at  the 
time  to  witness:  "If  you  reveal  this,  or  blow  on  me,  you 
know  your  doom." 
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Culpepper  denied  positively  having  ever  told  Robertson 
that  they  took  the  stamps  from  goods  in  any  way,  or  that 
they  ever  did  take  the  stamps  .off  any  articles  purchased  by 
them. 

There  were  a  large  number  of  other  actions  brought  upon 
the  same  information  and  tried  at  the  same  term,  in  all  of 
which  the  following  charge  was  substantially  delivered  to 
the  jury. 

Deady,  J.  Gentlemen  of  the  Jwry : — In  this  case  the  United  ■ 
States  complains,  for  that  the  defendant,  on  or  about  July 
2,  1868,  sold  nine  boxes  of  sardines  and  six  bottles  of  hair 
oil,  without  the  same  being  duly  stamped,  whereby  the  de- 
fendant became  indebted  to  the  United  States  in  the  sum  of 
$750,  or  $50  for  each  of  such  boxes  and  bottles. 

The  defendant  answering,  denies  that  he  sold  the  articles 
mentioned  without  having  stamps  affixed  to  them. 

This  action  is  brought  upon  the  Internal  Revenue  Act  as 
amended,  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  144).  So  far  as  it  is  con- 
cerned, the  act  substantially  provides,  that  if  any  person 
shall  make,  prepare  and  sell  sardines  in  cans,  or  hair  oil  in 
bottles,  without  affixing  thereto  an  adhesive  stamp,  donating 
the  tax  imposed,  thereon,  he  shall  incur  a  penalty  of  fifty 
dollars  for  every  omission  to  affix  such  stamp ;  and  any  per- 
son who  shall  ofi'er  or  expose  for  sale  any  sardines  in  cans 
or  hair  oil  in  bottles,  shall  be  deemed  the  manufacturer 
thereof,  and  be  subject  to  the  duties,  liabilities  and  penal- 
ties imposed  by  law  in  regard  to  the  sale  of  such  article. 

This  law  has  been  deliberately  enacted  by  the  representa- 
tives of  the  American  people  in  Congress  assembled,  for  the' 
the  purpose  of  raising  revenue  to  carry  on  the  government 
and  to  enable  it  to  meet  its  obligations.  The  penalties  im- 
posed by  the  law  for  its  violation,  are  intended  to  secure 
obedience  to  it,  and  prevent  the  dishonest  dealer  from 
escaping  his  just  share  of  taxation  at  the  expense  of  the 
honest  one. 

With  the  question  of  the  policy  or  impolicy  of  this  law, 
neither  the  Court  or  jury  have  anything  to  do.     While  en- 
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gaged  as  judges  and  jurors  we  are  not  law  makers.  But 
you  and  I  are  called  upon  to  administer  this  law  fairly  and 
fearlessly,  without  regard  to  consequences  to  third  persons, 
or  our  personal  sympathies  or  opinions.  The  law  is  en- 
acted by  the  whole  people  for  the  whole  country,  and 
should  be  uniformly  administered,  as  to  all  persons  and  in 
all  places. 

As  citizens,  out  of  Court,  it  is  your  privilege  by  all  the 
means  which  the  lawful  freedom  of  speech  and  the  press 
allows,  to  endeavor  to  procure  the  repeal  of  such  laws  as 
youthiuk  impolitic  or  unjust;  but  in  the  jury-box  your  only 
"power  and  duty  is  to  assist  within  your  sphere  in  the  en- 
forcement of  the  law,  as  expounded  to  jou  by  the  Court. 

As  has  been  wisely  said  in  the  inaugural  of  the  present 
Chief  Magistrate,  the  most  effectual  way  to  procure  the 
repeal  of  bad  or  obnoxious  laws,  is  to  rigidly  enforce  them. 

The  simple  inquiry  for  you  to  make  then,  is  this :  Did  the 
defendant  by  himself  or  his  clerk  sell  these  articles  described 
in  the  complaint,  without  the  same  being  stamped  as  pro- 
vided by  law? 

This  is  the  charge  against  the  defendant,  which  by  his 
answer  he  denies. 

The  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  Government  to  estab- 
lish the  fact  stated  in  !he  complaint.  But  this  is  a  civil 
action.  It  is  therefore  not  necessary  for  the  Government  to 
establish  the  charge  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  as  in  a 
criminal  action.  You  are  to  weigh  the,  evidence  for  and 
against  the  charge  and  decide  for  or  against  the  defendant, 
according  to  the  preponderance  of  it.  There  is  no  pre- 
sumption that  the  defendant  violated  the  law,  but  the  con- 
trary. Therefore,  if  no  evidence  was  offered  in  the  case, 
one  way  or  the  other,  the  defendant  would  be  entitled  to  a 
verdict.  Starting  with  this  presumption— take  this  evidence- 
weigh  and  consider  it,  and  find  a  verdict  accordmg  to  what 
you  may  conclude  to  be  the  preponderance  of  it. 

In  canvassing  the  testimony,  you  are  the  exclusive  judges 
of  the  consideration  and  effect  to  be  given  to  it.  In  exer- 
cising this  important  power  you  should  not  act  rashly  or  ar- 
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bitrarily,  but  deliberately  and  according  to  the  dictates  of 
reason  and  the  teachings  of  experience. 

Where  there  are  apparent  contradictions  in  the  testimony, 
it  is  your  duty  to  try  and  reconcile  them.  If,  after  reason- 
able effort,  you  cannot  conscientiously  do  this,  then  you 
must  hold  fast  that  which  you  believe  to  be  probable  and 
true  and  discard  the  rest. 

The  law  presumes,  and  you  are  bound  to  act  upon  that 
presumption,  that  all  men,  when  they  testify  in  a  Court  of 
justice  under  the  solemnity  of  an  oath,  speak  the  truth. 
That  f)resumption  of  course  is  not  conclusive,  but  may  be 
overcome  in  many  ways.  As  men  of  ordinary  experience 
and  observation,  you  may  be  satisfied  from  the  manner  of  a 
witness — ^from  the  intrinsic  improbability  of  his  story — from 
the  contradictions  of  his  testimony  by  other  witnesseswhom 
you  have  reason^to  believe — or  from, the  insufficient  grounds 
which  the  witness  gives  for  his  belief  or  statement,  that  he 
is  wholly  or  partially  unworthy  of  belief. 

The  uncontradicted  testimony  of  one  credible  witness  is 
sufficient  proof  of  any  fact  in  this  case.  The  technical  rule 
requiring  two  witnesses  to  prove  a  fact,  as  in  treason  or  per- 
jury, has  no  application  in  this  case. 

A  box  of  sardines  being  unstamped  when  sold,  the  legal 
presumption  is  that  it  never  was  stamped.  It  is  also  claimed 
by  the  District  Attorney,  that  if  the  stamp  is  not  on  the  box 
when  sold,  the  penalty  is  incurred  by  the  seller,  whether  it 
was  previously  stamped  or  not.  But  I  do  not  think  the  act 
ought  to  be  so  construed.  If  no  stamp  be  on  the  box  at  the 
time  of  sale,  I  repeat,  the  presumption  is,  that  the  article 
never  was  stamped.  But  the  party  may,  nevertheless,  prove 
that  it  had  been  duly  stamped,  and  that  the  stamp  had 
come  off  or  been  removed  by  accident  oi*  other,  cause  not 
involving  any  intention  or  design  to  remove  it,  by  the  per- 
son having  the  goods  in  his  possession  at  the  time.  If  the 
party  makes  satisfactory  proof  of  this  state  of  facts,  then 
the  prima  facie  case  is  overcome,  and  he  ought  not  to  pay 
the  penalty  imposed  for  selling  unstamped  goods.  In  fact 
the  tax  has  been  paid,  but  the  best   evidence  of  it,  the 
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canceled  stamp  on  tlie  box,  lias  been  accidentally  lost  or 
destroyed. 

The  state  of  public  opinion  concerning  tliis  and.  similar 
cases  now  pending  in  this  Court  has  been  alluded  to  in  your 
hearing.  It  is  not  necessary,  I  hope,  for  me  to  say,  that 
you  have  not  been  chosen  as  jurors,  to  merely  reflect  by 
your  verdict,  the  public  opinion  upon  the  subject  of  im- 
posing penalties  upon  parties  for  selling  unstamped  goods. 
You  have  taken  an  oath  to  try  this  case — the  question  of 
fact  upon  which  the  parties  are  at  issue — upon  the  law  and 
evidence  as  given  you  in  Court.  With  the  state  of  public 
opinion  you  have  nothing  to  do,  nor  need  or  should  you 
stop  to  inquire  upon  which  side  is  the  loudest  and  most 
active  clamor.  Besides  the  so-called  public  opinion  which 
sometimes  seeks  to  intrude  itself  upon  legal  controversies, 
at  the  bidding  or  by  the  procurement  of  interested  parties, 
is  most  oftenly  ignorant  or  unjust  and  always  unreliable. 

As  to  the  witnesses  Quivey  and  Culpepper,  you  should 
consider  the  money  interest  they  have  in  this  suit.  You  are 
not  to  arbitrarily  assume  that  they  are  unworthy  of  belief 
on  this  account.  But  it  is  a  circumstance  to  be  considered 
by  you,  and  on  account  of  which  you  are  to  scrutinize  their 
testimony  with  care,  and  act  upon  it  with  caution  at  least. 
Nor  are  you  to  presume  that  these  witnesses  are  unworthy 
of  credit,  because  they  appear  before  you  as  persons  giving 
information  to  the  Government  against  those  who  violate 
the  laws,  for  the  sake  of  a  share  of  the  penalty.  If  the  de-- 
fendant  was  openly  selling  sardines  without  being  stamped, 
it  was  the  legal  right  of  any  one  to  walk  into  his  store  and 
purchase  them,  and  then  inform  upon  him,  for  a  share  of 
the  penalties.  In  all  this  there  is  no  fraud  or  deceit  except 
upon  the  part  of  the  person  selling  the  goods.  This  is  what 
the  Government  claims  was  all  that  was  done  by  these  wit- 
nesses, and  so  far,  there  is  nothing  in  their  conduct  to  im- 
peach their  characters  for  truth  and  veracity.  At  the  same 
time  the  position  or  pursuit  is  not  free  from  opportunity 
and  temptation  to  exaggerate  and  even  fabricate  for  the  sake 
of  money  or  success,  or  to  gratify  a  grudge.     On  this  account 
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also,  you  will  scan  the  testimony  of  these  witnesses  closely, 
and  act  upon  it  cautiously. 

As  to. the  contradiction  between  Culpepper  and  Eobei;t- 
son,  you  must  determine  which  of  them  you  will  believe. 
If  Culpepper  stated  to  Eobertson  what  the  latter  says  he 
did,  it.is  a  very  strong  circumstance  against  the  credibility 
of  the  former,  for  two  reasons :  First,  because  Ciilpepper 
denies  it  on  oath;  and  second — because  if  he  did  tear  the 
stamps  off  any'boxes,  it  may  as  well  have  been  those  as  any 
others.  It  may  occur  to  you,  that  it  is  not  probable  that 
any  one  in  the  position  of  Culpepper,  if  he  had'tom  stamps 
off  goods  for  the  purpose  of  having  suits  brought  against 
parties  for  penalties,  would  voluntarily  seek  out  a  third 
person  and  disclose  it  to  him.  On  the  other  hand  Eobert- 
son testifies,  that  he  was  and  still  is,  Culpepper's  "  bosom 
friend,"  and  therefore,  it  may  be  said  he  was  the  latter's 
confidant,  even  to  that  extent. 

As  to  the  testimony  of  Brown — he  has  no  actual  pecuniary 
interest  in  the  event  of  the  action.  But  he  is  the  son  of  the 
defendant,  and  attended  to  his  business  when  it  is  claimed 
that  this  violation  of  the  law  took  place.  His  father  has 
twice  the  moneyed  interest  in  the  action  that  Q.  and  C.  have 
together,  and  under  the  circumstances,  this  interest  of  his 
father,  is  as  likely  to  influence  him  as  a  witness,  as  if  it 
were  legally  his  own.  Besides  as  to  the  fact,  whether  the 
articles  were  stamped  or  not,  at  the  time  they  were  pur- 
chased by  Q.  and  C,  his  testimony  is  only  his  opinion  or 
belief  based  upon  facts  prior  in  date,  of  which  he  professes 
to  have  a  general  knowledge.  You  can  judge  for  yourselves, 
from  the  premises,  whether  the  opinion  or  belief  is  well 
or  ill-founded,  and  reasonable  or  not,  and  act  accordingly. 

In  conclusion,  if  you  are  satisfied  from  the  testimony  that 
the  articles  were  sold  in  violation  of  the  statute  as  already 
expounded  to  you,  you  ought  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  but  if 
you  are  not  so  satisfied,  you  ought  to  find  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant. — Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

John  0.  Gartwright,  for  plaintiff. 

David  Logan  and  W.  W.  Page,  for  defendant. 
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A  creditor  has  no  standing  in  Court  to  oppose  the  discharge  of  a  banki'upt, 
unless  he  enter  his  appearance  in  opposition  thereto,  within  the  day  ap- 
pointed for  showing  cause  against  the  petition  therefor.  , 

Where  there  is  no  opposing  party  to  the  discharge,  the  proceeding  may  be 
continued  from  time  to  time,  to  suit  the  oouvemeuce  of  the  bankrupt. 

A  creditor  who  has  entered  his  appearance  in  opposition  to  a  discharge, 
cannot  maiutain  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  petition  for  want  of  prosecution ; 
but  should  move  to  set  it  down  for  hearing  upon  the  objections  thereto,  if 
any,  filed. 

The  final  oath  of  a  bankrupt  is  not  a  pleading,  but  is  in  the  nature  of  indis- 
pensable eyidenoe  in  support  of  the  petition  for  discharge,  and  need  not 
be  made  or  filed  until  the  hearing. 

Deadt,  J.  On  January  11,  1868,  Eobert  A.  Sutherland 
was  adjudged  a  bankrupt  in  tMs  Court  upon  the  petition  of 
certain  of  Ms  creditors.  On  December  19, 1868,  said  bank- 
rupt filed  his  petition  for  discharge.  Upon  the  filing  of  the 
petition,  an  order  was  made  that  the  creditors  show  cause 
against  the  same,  on  January  23,  1869.  On  that  day,  no  one 
appearing  for  or  against  the  petition,  it  was  continued  under 
the  rule  of  the  Court  until  the  following  Saturday,  and  so 
on  until  March  13,  when  the  attorneys  for  the  petitioning 
creditors  filed  a  motion,  that  the  bankrupt's  application  for 
a  final  discharge,  "be  denied  upon  the  ground  that  the  day 
fixed  for  the  hearing  of  such  application  has  elapsed,  and 
that  the  oath  required  by  law  thereon,  has  not  been  filed."' 

By  consent  of  counsel  for  the  bankrupt  and  the  aforesaid 
creditors,  the  motion  was  set  for  hearing  on  March  20,  at 
which  time  it  was  argued  by  counseL 

'  This  subject  is  regulated  by  sections  29  and  31  of  the  Act 
and  General  Order  XXIV.  Upon  the  day  appointed  to 
show  cause,  a  creditor  intending  to  oppose  the  application 
for  discharge,  must  enter  his  appearance  in  opposition 
thereto.  His  appearance  is  entered  with  the  clerk  as  pro- 
vided in  General  Order  III.  Until  such  appearance  is 
entered,  the  creditor  has  no  standing  in  Court  as  to  the  peti- 
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tion  for  discharge,  and  therefore  cannot  be  heard  in  opposi- 
tion thereto.  Where  there  is  no  opposing  party,  the 
petition  of  the  bankrupt  for  final  discharge,  may  be  con- 
tinued from  time  to  time,  to  suit  the  convenience  of  the  bank- 
rupt. When  an  appearance  has  been  entered  by  any  creditor 
against  the  discharge,  the  proceedings  upon  the  petition  are 
no  longer  under  the  exclusive  control  of  the  bankrupt;  but 
the  opposing  creditor  cannot  then  move  to  dismiss  the  peti- 
tion, or  that  its  prayer  be  denied,  because  the  bankrupt  is, 
or  supposed  to  be,  dilatory  in  bringing  the  matter  on  for  hear- 
ing. The  remedy  of  the  creditor  is  to  move  the  Court  to 
set  down  the  matter  for  hearing  upon  the  petition,  and  his 
objections  thereto,  if  any,  be  filed. 

This  motion,  therefore,  must  be  denied.  The  parties 
making  it  have  no  standing  in  Court,  as  to  the  petition, 
although  they  were  the  petitioners  in  the  proceeding  on  which 
Sutherland  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt.  Nor  is  it  correct  to 
say,  as  in  this  motion,  that  the  day  fixed  for  hearing  the 
bankrupt  petition  has  elapsed.  In  fact  no  day  has  yet  been 
fixed  or  appointed  for  the  hearing  of  the  application  for  dis- 
charge. True  a  day  has  been  appointed  for  the  creditors 
to  "  show  cause  why  a  discharge  should  not  be  granted  to 
the  bankrupt."  (§  29).  This  day  the  creditors  have  allowed 
to  pass  by  without  entering  their  appearance  or  filing 
grounds  of  opposition  to  the  application  for  discharge. 
Under  General  Order  XXIV,  the  application  could  not  be 
set  down  for  hearing,  except  by  consent  of  the  creditors, 
until  the  day  appointed  for  showing  cause  had  elapsed,  be- 
cause the  creditor  has  the  whole  of  that  day  to  enter  his  ap- 
pearance in  opposition  thereto.  If  an  appearance  is  entered 
then  the  party  entering  it  has  ten  days  thereafter  to  file  his 
objections  to  the  granting  of  the  discharge.  After  this  time 
has  elapsed,  the  Court  may  make  an  order  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  either  party,  setting  the  petition  down  for  hearing 
or  trial  as  the  ease  may  be. 

The  second  ground  of  the  motion  seems  to  assume  that 
the  bankrupt  must  make  and  file  his  final  oath  as  required 
by  section  19,  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  hearing  of 
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the  petition,  or  even  showing  cause  against  it.  Indeed, 
upon  the  argument,  counsel  for  the  motion  treated  this  oath 
as  a  quasi  pleading,  or  a  part  of  the  allegations  against 
which  the  creditors  are  cited  to  show  cause.  But  this  oath 
is  merely  an  item  of  indispensable  evidence,  without  which 
the  bankrupt  is  not  entitled  to  his  discharge;  and  it  is  suf- 
ficient if  it  be  produced  and  filed  on  the  hearing.  This  is 
apparent  from  the  language  of  the  act: — "and  before  any 
discJiarge  is  granted,  the  bankrupt  shall  take  and  subscribe 
aji  oath  to  the  efi'ect  that  he  has  not  done,  etc.,  anything 
specified  in  this  act  as  groimd  for  withholding  such  dis- 
charge, or  as  invalidating  such  discharge  if  granted."  (|  29.) 
The  motion  is  denied. 


W.  W.  FechJieimer,  for  motion. 
David  Logan,  contra. 


DISTEICT  COURT,  APRIL  3,  1869. 
In  re  J.  M.  GEOEGE  KALLISH. 

A  willful  omission  to  state  a  debt  due  by  the  bankrapt  to  another  in  his  sched- 

Tile  is  good  ground  for  refusing  a  discharge. 
Qmre,  that  persons  not  prejudiced  by  such  omission,  should  not  be  heard  to 

object  thereto. 
Discharge  refused,  the  opposing  creditor's  right  to  be  heard  in  opposition 

thereto  not  being  questioned. 

Deady,  J.  On  June  13,  1868,  Kallish  was  adjudged  a 
bankrupt  upon  his  own  petition.  On  December  17,  1868, 
the  bankrupt  filed  his  petition  for  final  discharge  from  his 
debts  provable  under  the  act.  At  the  date  of  filing  the 
petition  for  discharge,  no  debts  had  been  proved  against  the 
estate,  but  on  January  22, 1869,  four  of  the  bankrupt's  cred- 
itors proved  their  debts  before  the  register,  amounting  m 
the  aggregate  to  $2,363.98. 

On  February  20,  1869,  the  creditors  proving  debts,  filed 
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their  objections  to  the  discharge,  with  five  specifications, 
the  first  of  which  is  as  follows : 

1.  "That  said  bankrupt  did  willfully  swear  falsely  in  his 
affidavit  annexed  to  his  schedule,  in  that  the  said  bankrupt 
fraudulently  omitted  to  mention  the  existence  of  an  un- 
liquidated account,  between  himself  and  his  brother-in-law, 
P.  Horning." 

The  remainder  of  the  specifications  are  substantially  as 
follows : 

2.  The  fraudulent  omission  from  the  schedule  of  a  debt 
due  the  bankrupt  from  the  said  Homing  of  about  $2,000. 

3.  That  the  bankrupt  on  or  about  January  1,  1865,  gave 
a  fraudulent  preference  to  said  Homing  by  conveying  to  him 
a  saloon  in  the  city  of  Portland  for  the  purpose  of  delaying 
and  defrauding  his  then  existing  creditbrs. 

4.  That  the  bankrupt  is  a  trader  in  ice,  a,nd  has  failed 
since  the  passage  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  to  keep  proper  books 
of  accoimt. 

5.  That  the  bankrupt  has  concealed  part  of  his  effects 
from  his  assignee,  in  that  he  failed  to  disclose  to  the  assignee 
the  existence  of  the  debt  aforesaid,  alleged  to  b^  due  him 
from  said  Horning. 

The  case  was  set  for  trial  on  March  22,  and  was  heard  by 
the  Court.  Kallish  and  Horning  were  examined  as  witnesses 
on  behalf  of  the  opposing  creditors.  No  other  testimony 
was  introduced. 

On  the  argument,  counsel  for  the  creditors  abandoned  the 
.specifications  except  the  first.  Kallish  and  Horning  are 
brother-in-laws — the  former  having  married  the  sister  of  the 
latter.  Kallish  has  one  child  living  and,  buried  one  last 
summer.  Horning  is  a  bachelor  and  lives  in  the  same 
house  with  Kallish.  In  fact  they  appear  to  constitute  but 
one  family. 

They  both  testify  that  in  the  latter  part  of  1864,  or  the 
early  part  of  1865,  Kallish  sold  and  conveyed  to  Horning  a 
saloon  and  small  ice-house  in  Portland,  and  a  salt-works 
near  Portland.  The  saloon  was  valued  at  $600  and  the  salt- 
works at  $2,500,  but  the  sales  were  not  made  at  once,  nor  do 
they  state  which  was  made  first. 
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At  the  time  of  these  purchases  they  state,  that  Kallish 
owed  Homing  for  money  borrowed  in  1863,  about  $1,000, 
for  fifteen  months  labor  in  1863-4,  at  $75  per  month,  $1,- 
125— in  all— $2,125.  At  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  salt- 
works Horning  professed  to  pay  for  them  by  his  two  prom- 
issory notes  of  $1,250  each,  payable  in  one  and  two  years. 
Since  then,  Kallish  (according  to  this  testimony)  has  worked 
for  Homing  in  the  saloon  and  ice  business  without  other 
wages  than  his  support,  and  a  promise  of  a  part  of  the 
profits,  if  any  should  be  made.  Homing's  notes  have  been 
long  since  delivered  up  and  canceled; — one  of  them  within  a 
month  of  the  sale,  and  the  other  within  a  year. 

Shortly  after  the  sales  aforesaid,  these  witnesses  testify 
that  Horning  paid  for  Kallish,  money  as  follows :  to  labor- 
ers at  salt-works  about  $250;  to  one  Phillippi,  for  beer  fur- 
nished saloon  prior  to  Homing's  purchase  thereof,  $600; 
to  discharge  mortgage  on  salt-works,  $660— in  the  aggre- 
gate $1,510. 

'  This  statement  of  their  affairs  makes  the  account  between 
K.  and  H.  stand  thus:  Homing  owed  K.  for  saloon  and 
salt-works,  $2,125.  Kallish  owed  H.  for  borrowed  money, 
labor  and  debts  paid  for  him,  as  above  stated,  $3,625,  leav- 
ing a  balance  due  Horning  from  K.  of  $525. 

Whether  these  transactions  actually  occurred  between 
these  parties,  or  were  merely  simulated  by  them,  to  protect 
Kallish's  property  from  the  demands  of  his  creditors,  may 
be  a  question.  The  fact  that  K.  was  then  largely  in  debt  is  a 
circumstance  calculated  to  cast  suspicion  upon  their  integ- 
rity. His  indebtedness,  all  or  principally  contracted  before 
that  time,  is  $5,021.46,  while  his  assets  are  nothing.  Be- 
sides, there  is  the  fact  that  Kallish  has  since  carried  on  the 
saloon  and  ice  business,  as  Homing's  agent,  without  salary 
or  wages.  Horning  paying  the  expenses  of  the  family,  of 
which  he  is  practically  a  member. 

However,  counsel  for  the  creditors  does  not  press  the  consid- 
derationof  this  question,  but  insists  that  the  proof  supports 
the  first  specification,  and  for  that  reason,  the  discharge  ought 
not  to  be  granted.     There  can  be  no  doubt  from  this  state- 
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ment  of  the  accounts,  but  that  there  was  a  balance  due  from 
H.  from  K.  The  schedules  of  the  bankrupt  are  silent  on  this 
point.  Besides,  both  Kallish  and  Horning  swear  positively 
that  now  and  on  May  30,  1868,  the  date  of  the  affidavit  to 
the  schedule  and  petition,  the  former  is  and  was  indebted  to 
the  latter.  Homing  testifies  that  this  indebtedness  of  May 
30,  1868,  was  between  $600  and  $800.  Kallish  testifies  that 
on  said  date  he  owed  H.  about  $500  or  $600,  more  or  less, 
but  more  than  $300,  and  that  he  knew  it  when  he  made  his 
oath  to  his  schedule,  but  that  he  had  no  account  of  it. 

Assuming  that  this  testimony  is  credible,  the  first  specifi- 
cation is  proved.  The  affidavit  to  schedule  A  declares,  that 
the  same  "to  be  a  statement  of  all  his  debts,"  while  this 
indebtedness  to  Horning  is  not  mentioned  therein.  The 
act  (g  29)  provides  that : 

"No  discharge  shall  be  granted,  or,  if  granted,  be  valid 
if  the  bankrupt  has  willfully  sworn  falsely  in  his  affidavit  an- 
nexed to  his  petition,  Schedule  or  inventory." 

No  explanation  is  offered  by  the  bankrupt,  of  this  dis- 
crepancy between  the  proof  and  his  affidavit  to  the  schedule. 
The  bankrupt  now  testifies  that  on  May  30,  1868,  he  was  in- 
debted to  Homing  and  that  he  knew  it,  while  his  sworn 
schedule  of  same  date  is  silent  as  to  the  matter. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  conclusion  is  natural  and  rea- 
sonable, that  the  omission  to  place  this  debt  in  the  schedule 
was  intentional,  and  that  the  affidavit  annexed  thereto  was 
willfully  false. 

But  I  am  not  prepared  to  determine,  beyond  further  con- 
sideration, that  under  these  circumstances  the  opposing 
creditors  are  injured  by  this  omission  or  falsehood,  or  that 
any  one  ought  to  be  allowed  to  object  to  the  discharge  on 
this  account,  unless  it  be  Homing,  to  whom  the  omitted 
debt  appears  to  be  due.  I  am  not  altogether  satisfied  in  my 
own  mind,  but  that  the  act  ought  to  be  so  constraed  that 
this  objection  could  only  be  made  by  a  creditor  who  is  in- 
terested in  the  debt  which  is  the  subject  of  the  misconduct 
of  the  bankmpt,  or  who  is  or  may  be  injured  by  the  omis- 
sion or  falsehood  concerning  it. 
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But  this  questioi^has  not  been  made  by  counsel  on  the  ar- 
gument, and  the  case  is  within  the  letter  of  the  provision  of 
the  act  prohibiting  a  discharge,  and  an  order  will  be  made 
dismissing  the  petition  for  discharge. 

Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  petitioner. 

M.  W.  Fechheime)',  contra. 


DISTEICT  COURT,  MAY  15,  1869. 
THE  UNITED  STATES  v.  E.  FOX. 

The  verdict  of  a,  jury  is  presumed  to  be  correct  and  should  be  sustained,  if 
the  evidence  by  any  fair  construction  will  warrant  such  finding. 

Goods  are  sold  ' '  in  the  original  and  unbroken  package  ' '  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  144),  although  the  package  is  opened 
for  inspection,  if  closed  again  before  delivery  without  the  contents  being 
changed. 

When  the  verdict  of  a  jury  is  directly  contrai  y  to  the  evidence  and  the  law 
applicable  thereto,  it  i^  the  imperative  duty  of  the  Court  to  set  it  aside; 
and  it  makes  no  difference  in  this  respect  that  the  action  is  brought  to  re- 
cover a  penalty  given  by  statute. 

What  is  called  "  the  justice  of  the  case  "  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  not" 
affected  by  the  fact  that  a  moiety  of  the  penalty  recovered  will  go  to  the 
person  who  gave  information  of  the  violation  of  the  law,  whereby  such 
penalty  was  incurred. 

Deady,  J.  On  February  11,  1869,  the  plaintiff  com- 
menced this  action  to  recover  from  the  defendants  the  sum 
of  $1,300  penalties.  The  complaint  contains  three  counts. 
The  first  charges  that  the  defendants  at  Corvallis  on  July  8, 
1868,  sold  twelve  bottles  of  pomade,  without  the  same  being 
duly  stamped.  The  second  charges  at  the  place  and  date 
aforesaid  the  sale  of  twelve  bottles  of  hair  oil,  without  the 
same  being  duly  stamped;  and  the  third  count  is  upon  the 
sale  of  two  bottles  of  Lubin's  Extract  without  being  stamped. 

On  March  10,  1869,  the  defendants  answered  the  com- 
plaint, and  thereby  denied  that  they  sold  the  sevetal  articles 
mentioned  in  the  complaint  without  the  same  being  duly 
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stamped.     On  May  4,  1869,  the  case  was  tried  before  a  jury, 
which  resulted  in  a  general  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

On  May  5,  the  District  Attorney  filed  a  motioii  for  a  new 
trial,  which  motion  on  the  following  day  was  argued  by 
counsel  and  taken  under  consideration  by  the  Court. 

On  the  trial  the  Government  witness — Leander  Quivey — 
testified  tha;t  at  the  time  and  place  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint, he  purchased  the  articles  therein  specified  of  the  de- 
fendant E.  Fox,  in  the  store  of  B.  Fox  &  Bros.,  and  that 
the  same  or  any  of  them  were  not  stamped.  That  at  the 
time  the  witness,  in  company  with  one  Culpepper,  was  trav- 
.  eling  through  the  WaUamet  and  Umpqua  valleys,  purchasing 
these  and  similar  articles  at  the  various  stores  along  the 
route,  for  the  purpose  of  causing  actions  to  be  brought 
against  the  sellers,  to  recover  the  penalties  given  by  law 
against  the  persons  who  sold  perfumery,  sardines,  etc.,  with- 
out the  same  being  duly  stamped.  That  the  witness  was  in- 
duced to  this,  in  the  expectation  of  obtaining  a  moiety  of 
the  penalties  that  might  be  recovered  and  for  the  purpose 
of  compelling  the  defendants  and  others  engaged  in  selling 
unstamped  goods,  to  obey  the  law.  « 

The  articles  said  to  have  been  purchased  by  the  witness, 
were  produced  by  him  before  the  Court.  These  were  a  small 
wooden  box  containing  12  one  ounce  and  a  half  bottles  of 
hair  oil,  and  a  similar  box,  somewhat  larger,  containing  12 
bottles  of  pomade,  and  2  bottles  of  Lubin's  Extract.  None 
of  the  bottles  produced  were  stamped  or  appeared  ever  to 
have  been  stamped.  The  boxes  were  evidently  the  original 
packages  in  which  the  goods  were  packed  by  the  manufac- 
turer. In  the  inscription  upon  the  bottles  and  the  brand 
upon  the  boxes  there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
goods  were  of  French  manufacture,  and  therefore  "imported 
articles." 

In  relation  to  the  circumstances  of  the  purchase,  the  wit- 
ness, Quivey,  testified  that  he  purchased  these  articles  of  the 
defendant  E.  Fox.  That  before  the  purchase  was  made,  and 
while  the  witness  was  bargaijaing  for  the  goods,  E.  Fox 
opened  both  the  boxes,  so  as  to  enable  the  witness  to  ex- 
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amine  one  or  two  bottles  in  the  small  box  and  five  bottles  in  tlie 
larger  box.     That  at  the  suggestion  of  Culpepper,  who  was 
near  by,  witness  asked  Fox  to  take  out  three  bottles  from 
the  larger  box  and  replace  them  with  three  smaller  bottles 
of  pomade  from  an  unpacked  lot  of  perfumery  in  bottles, 
then  on  the  store  shelf.     That  Fox  made  the  exchange  as 
required,  M^hen  the  purchase  was  completed  and  Fox  nailed 
up  the  boxes  and  delivered  them  to  the  witness,  who  paid 
him  for  them.     At  the  same  time  the  witness  purchased  the 
two  bottles  of  Lubin's  Extract,  which  Fox  took  from  the 
sheU.     The  witness  also  produced  a  bill  of  these  articles, 
made  out  to  himself,  dated  "  Corvallis;  July  8,  1869,"  and 
receipted  in  the  name  of  "E.  Fox  &  Bros.,"  which  he  tes- 
tified was  written  and  delivered  to  him  by  Fox  at  the  time 
of  the  purchase.     In  this  bill,  the  pomade  is  charged  in  two 
lots— three  quarters  of  a  dozen  at  $3.50  per  dozen,  and  one 
quarter  of  a  dozen  at  $2.50  per  dozen,  thus  corresponding  to 
the  statement  of  the  witness,  that  there  were  nine  large  and , 
three  sm£tU  bottles  of  that  article. 

E.  Fox,  one  of  the  defendants,  testified  that  about  July, 
1868,  at  Corvallis,  he  sold  Quivey  two  boxes  of  perfumery 
and  two  bottles  of  Lubin's  Extract.  That  the  boxes  were 
similar  to  those  produced  in  Court,  but  could  not  say  posi- 
tively that  they  were  the  same  ones.  That  he  opened  both 
the  boxes  that  he  sold  to  Quivey  and  showed  him  the  con- 
tents and  then  nailed  them  up  again.  That  before  closing 
one  of  the  boxes  he  took  out  three  of  the  bottles  and  took 
three  bottles  off  the  shelf  and  put  them  in  the  box  m  placeT 
of  those  taken  out.  That  the  two  bottles  of  Lubm's  Extract 
and  three  bottles  of  pomade  taken  off  the  shelves  were 
stamped,  but  that  the  oil  and  pomade  originally  m  the  boxes 

were  not  stamped. 

O  Fox,  the  brother  of  E.  Fox,  testified  that  he  was  em- 
ployed in  defendant's  store  at  the  time  of  purchase,  and  had 
been  for  three  years  previous.  That  he  was  not  very  near 
to  his  brother  when  the  sale  was  made,  but  that  he  was  m 
the  store  and  saw  that  his  brother  was  selling  perfumery, 
ome  in  boxes  ai,d  some  by  the  bottle.     That  he  did  not  ob- 
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serve  whether  the  bottles  were  stamped  or  not,  but  he  was 
certain  that  they  were,  because  he  knew  that  all  the  bottles 
on  the  shelves  were  stamped. 

This  action  is  brought  upon  the  Internal  Eevenue  Act  of 
July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  144). 

It  substantially  provides  that  any  person  who  shall  make, 
prepare-and  sell,  or  remove  for  consumption  or  sale,  among 
other  things,  anj  perfumery,  whether  of  foreign  or  domestic 
manufacture,  without  affixing  a  proper  stamp  thereon,  shall 
incur  a  penalty  of  fifty  dollars  for  every  such  omission;  and 
that  any  person  who  shall  offer  or  expose  for  sale  any  such 
perfumery  shall  be  deemed  the  manufacturer  thereof.  Pro- 
vided, that  when  imported  perfumery  shall  be  sold  in  the 
original  and  unbroken  packages  ia  which  the  bottle  or  other 
enclosure  was  packed  by  the  manufacturer,  the  person  so 
selling  such  article  shall  not  be  subject  to  any  penalty  on 
account  of  the  want  of  the  proper  stamp. 

The  groimds  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  as  stated  there- 
in, are:  • 

1.  That  the  evidence  is  insufficient  to  justify  the  verdict; 
and, 

2.  That  it  is  against  law,  and  contrary  to  the  instructions 
of  the  Court. 

For  either  of  those  causes,  when  the  material  rights  of  a 
party  are  substantially  affected  thereby,  the  Court  may  and 
should,  upon  the  motion  of  the  party  aggrieved,  set  aside 
the  verdict.     (Or.  Code,  197.) 

•  As  to  the  second  and  third  counts  of  the  complaint,  this 
motion  must  be  denied.  Upon  the  question  of  whether  the 
two  bottles  of  Lubin's  extract  were  stamped  or  not,  there  was 
conflicting  evidence  nearly  balanced.  The  verdict  of  a  jury 
is  presumed  to  be  correct,  and  should  be  sustained  by  the 
Court,  if  the  evidence  by  any  fair  construction  wiU  warrant 
such  a  finding.  (3  G.  &  W.  on  New  Trials,  1239-40.)  Upon 
this  conflict  of  testimony,  the  jury  were  entitled  to  decide 
this  question  of  fact,  and  the  Court  ought  not  to  disturb 
their  verdict,  although  it  might  have  come  to  different  con- 
clusions from  the  same  premises. 
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As  to  the  twelve  bottles  of  oil  contained  in  the  smaller 
box,  there  was  no  conflict  in  the  testimony,  and  the  verdict 
in  this  respect  corresponds  with  the  evidence  and  the  in- 
structions of  the  Court. 

It  was  manifest  that  this  box  was  an  original  package, 
witliin  the  purview  and  reason  of  the  proviso  to  section  169. 
T\'hat  constitutes  such  an  original  package,  must  depend  in 
a  great  measure  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  particular 
case.  It  is  apparent  that  the  object  of  the  proviso  was  to 
relieve  the  importer  and  jobber  from  the  trouble  and  ex- 
pense of  opening  the  package  immediately  enclosing  the 
bottle  or  other  article,  and  stamping  it,  and  then  repacking 
it.  But  whoever  sells  these  goods  in  broken  packages,  is 
not  within  the  reason  of  the  proviso.  He  can  stamp  them 
mthout  any  unnecessary  inconvenience  or  expense,  and  he 
must  do  it  or  incur  the  penalty  for  the  omission. 

Although  the  top  of  this  box  was  taken  off  by  the  defend- 
ant Fox,  it  was  only  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  witness 
Quivey  to  ascertain  the  kind  and  quality  of  its  contents,  and 
before  the  sale  and  delivery  to  him  it  was  put  on  again, 
with  the  contents  unchanged  in  kind  or  quantity.  Under 
these  circumstances  the  defendant  must  be  considered  as 
selling  an  unbroken  package,  the  contents  of  which  were  not 
then  required  to  be  stamped;  and  to  this  effect  the  CoUrt 
instructed  the  jury  on  the  trial.  Then  the  only  remaining 
inquiry  is,  was  the  package  imported?  Upon  this  point 
the  evidence  was  weak;  but  from  the  label  on  the  bottles 
and  the  brand  on  the  box,  in  the  absence  of  anything  to  the> 
contrary,  the  jury  were  warranted  in  finding  in  the  affirma- 
tive of  this  question. 

But  as  to  the  count  upon  the  12  bottles  of  pomade,  this 
verdict  must  be  set  aside.  True,  as  to  the  three  bottles 
which  were  taken  from  the  sheH  and  placed  in  the  box, 
there  was  a  conflict  of  testimony,  as  to  whether  they  were 
stamped  or  not.  But  as  to  the  nine  bottles,  which  were  a 
part  of  the  original  contents  of  the  package,  there  is  no  con- 
flict of  testimony.  •,,,-■, 

The  evidence  of  the  government  witness  and  the  defend- 
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ant  agree  in  every  particular.  The  package  was  opened, 
and  three  bottles  being  taken  out  of  it,  it  was  sold  with  only 
the  remaining  nine  bottles  in  it.  This  was  a  broken  pack- 
age, and  so  the  Court  instructed  the  jury.  In  this  respect, 
this  verdict  is  directly  contrary  to  the  evidence  and  the  law. 
It  is  therefore  the  imperative  duty  of  the  Court  to  set  it 
aside.  But  it  is  said  that  this  is  a  penal  action — for  a 
penalty — and  therefore  the  Court  should  not  disturb  the 
verdict,  however  plainly  against  the  evidence  and  law.  The 
provisions  of  the  Code,  however  relating  to  new  trials,  make 
no  such  distinction,  nor  is  there  any  good  reason  why  they 
should.  The  rule  prescribed  is  uniform,  whether  the  action 
be  for  a  penalty  or  upon  a  contract.  If  the  evidence  be  in- 
sufficient to  justify  the  verdict,  or  the  same  be  against  law, 
it  should  be  set  aside. 

It  may  here  be  admitted,  that  what  is  sometimes  called 
"the  justice  of  the  case,"  is  also  to  be  considered  by  the 
Court  upon  an  application  for  a  new  trial.  But  what  is  this 
"justice  of  the  case,"  unless  it  be  the  rights  which  the  law 
would  give  or  withhold  from  the  parties,  regardless  of  any 
technical  advantage  which  one  may  chance  to  obtain  over 
the  other.  Considered  in  this  light,  "the  justice"  of  this 
case  is  with  the  plaintiff,,  so  far  as  the  penalties  arising  from 
the  sale  of  the  nine  unstamped  bottles  of  pomade  is  con- 
cerned. The  defendant,  upon  his  own  testimony,  sold  them 
in  a  broken  package  without  stamps,  and  thereby  incurred 
these  penalties,  which  the  United  States  has  a  good  right  to 
•recover  from  him  as  he  has  to  the  profits  of  the  sales  of  his 
goods.  Nor  is  the  "justice  of  the  case"  in  any  manner 
affected  by  the  fact,  that  the  United  States  has  seen  proper 
to  provide,  that  a  moiety  of  these  penalties,  when  recovered, 
shall  be  given  to  the  person  who  gave  information  of  the 
violation  of  the  law,  by  which  they  were  incurred.  With 
the  policy  or  impolicy  "of  imposing  these  penalties  the  Court 
has  nothing  to  do.  Whoever  has  incurred  them  without 
fraudulent  intent  or  gross  negligence  may  have  them  remit- 
ted by  applying  to  the  secretary  of  the  treasury.  But,  when 
in  a  Court  of  law,  the  illegal  sale  of  unstamped  goods  is 
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shown,  as  in  this  ease,  by  clear  and  imqnestioned  evidence, 
the  verdict  should  be  given  accordingly,  and  if  for  any  reason 
it  is  not,  the  Court  will  not  hesitate  to  set  it  aside  as  errone- 
ous. Upon  the  power  of  the  Court  to  set  aside  a  verdict  in 
an  action  for  a  penalty,  independent  of  the  Code.  (See 
UnUed  States  v.  Halberstadt,  Gilp.  262.) 

An  order  will  be  made  refusing  the  motion  for  new  trial 
as  to  the  second  and  third  counts,  and  setting  aside  the  ver- 
dict as  to  the  first  count,  provided  that  the  plaintiff  will  file 
a  written  admission  for  the  purpose  of  a  new  trial,  that 
three  of  the  bottles  described  in  said  count  were  duly 
stamped. 


John  G.  Cariivright,  for  motion. 
David  Logan,  contra. 


DISTRICT  COURT,  JUNE  18,  1869. 
In  re  W.  C.  WHETMOEE. 

The  "business  of  a  contxaotor "  is  not  a  "trade,  occupation  or  profession  " 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act  (Or.  Code,  211),  exempting  certain  tools  and 
implements  from  execution. 

Where  the  afSdaidt  to  a  schedule  states  in  the  prescribed  form,  that  it  con- 
tains a  statement  of  aU  the  bankrupt's  estate,  its  truth  is  not  affected  by 
an  erroneous  claim  in  such  schedule  that  a  certain  article  therein  mentioned 
is  exempt  from  execution. 

If  the  bankrupt  makes  an  erroneous  claim  to  property  mentioned  in  the 
schedule,  as  being  exempt  from  the  operation  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  assignee  to  correct  or  disregard  it. 

Where  a  bankrupt,  in  pursuance  of  an  arrangement  with  a  certain  creditor, 
omits  his  debt  from  his  schedule,  such  creditor  will- not  be  permitted  to 
object  to  the  bankrupt's  discharge  on  that  ground. 

Deady  J.  On  October  27,  1868,  the  petitioner  was 
adiudged  a  bankrupt  on  his  own  petition.  No  debts  having 
been  proved  against  his  estate,  on  March  26,  1869.  the  peti- 
tioner filed  his  petition  for  final  discharge  from  his  debts. 
To  this  petition  John  A.  Blanchard,  a  creditor,  appeared 
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and  filed  specification  of  grounds  of  opposition  to  the  dis- 
charge. 

On  May  22,  1869,  the  matter  was  tried  by  the  Court, 
without,  the  intervention  of  a  jury. 

The  grounds  of  opposition  to  the  discharge,  are : 

1.  That  the  bankrupt  swore  falsely  in  his  affidavit  an- 
nexed to  his  schedule,  in  this,  that  he  willfully  failed  to  in- 
sert therein  a  certain  judgment  debt  due  said  Blanchard. 

2.  That  said  bankrupt  swore  falsely  in  the  affidavit  afore- 
said, in  this,  that  he  claimed  a  horse  and  spring-wagon,  as 
exempt,  on  account  of  being  necessary  to  carry  on  his  busi-^ 
ness. 

3.  That  said  bankrupt  swore  falsely  in  the  affidavit  afore- 
said, in  this,  that  he  willfully  failed  to  insert  in  his, schedule 
a  debt  due  to  S.  F.  Shattuck. 

The  latter  ground  of  opposition  seems  to  have  been  made 
under  a  misapprehension  of  the  facts,  and  was  abandoned 
on  the  argument. 

The  second  ground  of  opposition  is  insufficient.  The 
bankrupt  is  a  house  carpenter,  and  it  may  be  admitted  that 
a  horse  and  wagon  are  no  part  of  the  tools  or  implements 
necessary  to  enable  a  carpenter  to  carry  on  his  trade. 
If  he  is  also  engaged  in  the  Jmsiness  of  a .  contractor, 
he  may  find  it  necessary  to  own  or  employ  a  team  or 
teams.  But  the  bvisiness  of  a  contractor  is  not  a  "trade, 
occupation  or  profession"  within  the  meaning  of  the  local 
law  of  this  district,  which  exempts  certain  tools,  im- 
plements, etc.,  from  execution.  (Or.  Code,  211.)  If  the 
law  were  construed  otherwise,  a  merchant  or  shopkeeper 
might  successfully  claim  his  stock-in-trade,  of  whatever 
value,  to  be  exempt  from  the  operations  of  the  act,  because 
the  same  would  be  necessary  to  enable  him  to  carry  on  his 
business. 

But  the  affidavit  to  schedule  B  does  not  state  that  this 
property  was  exempt  from  the  operation  of  the  act  because 
necessary  to  carry  on  his  business.  It  is  in  the  prescribed 
form  and  merely  declares  "the  said  schedule  to  be  a  state- 
ment of  all  his  estate,  both  real  and  personal,"  etc.     In  this 
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respect  the  truth  of  the  affidavit  is  not  questioned.  True, 
the  schedule  "itself  contains  a  statement  that  this  horse  and 
wagon  is  exempt,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  this  is  no  part  of 
the  affidavit.  And  if  it  were,  I  do  not  think  it  would  be 
stifficient  to  prevent  the  petitioner's  discharge.  If  the 
schedule  contains  "an  accurate  inventory"  of  the  bankrupt's 
property,  that  is,  sufficient.  Whether  a  particular  article 
should  be  stated  in  the  schedule  as  exempt  from  the  opera- 
.  tion  of  the  act  or  not,  must  often  be  a  mere  matter  of 
opinion.  An  error  in  this  respect,  however  gross,  if  the 
facts  are  truly  stated,  it  seems  to  me  is  not  a  bar  to  a  dis- 
charge. If  lie  bankrupt  makes  an  erroneous  or  unfounded 
claim  in  this  respect,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  assignee  to  cor- 
rect it,  and  if  he  fails  to  do  his  duty  in  the  premises,  the 
creditors  may  appeal  to  the  Court  for  relief. 

As  to  the  first  ground  of  opposition,  the  testimony  estab- 
lishes the  following  facts : 

Before  the  commencement  of  the  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy, the  opposing  creditor,  Blanchard,  had  a  judgment 
against  the  bankrupt  for  $16.50.  Whetmore,  being  desirous 
of  going  through  bankruptcy,  consulted  an  attorney,  who 
advised  him  to  settle  or  arrange  Blanchard's  claim,  and  go 
through  for  the  rest  of  his  liabilities,  which  he  called 
"  Cariboo  debts."  The  result  was  that  the  attorney  for  the 
bankrupt  and  Blanchard, -with  the  bankrupt's  assent,  agreed 
that  the  attorney  would  pay  the  debt  of  $16.50,  and  that  the 
same  might  be  omitted  from  the  schedules  in  the  contem- 
plated proceedings  in  bankruptcy. 

Whether  this  transaction  amounted  to  a  novation  by  which 
the  debt  due  from  the  bankrupt  was  extinguished,  or  is  a 
mere  promise  by  the  attorney  to  pay  the  debt  of  another, 
may  be  a  question. 

But  in  any  view  of  the  matter,  the  circumstances  are  suffi- 
cient to  preclude  this  creditor  from  opposing  the  discharge 
upon  this  ground.  He  agreed  and  consented  to  the  omis- 
sion of  the  debt  from  the  schedule.  Upon  this  understand- 
ing the  bankrupt  filed  his  petition  in  bankruptcy,  omitting 
this  debt  from  his  schedule.     The  creditor  havmg  mduced 
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the  bankrupt  to  make  this  omission  ought  not  now  to  be 
heard  to  object  to  his  discharge,  on  account  of'it. 

Of  course,  I  do  not  intend  to  be  understood  as  endorsing 
the  morality  or  propriety  of  this  transaction.  On  the  con- 
trary, it  is  quite  evident  that  there  was  an  intention  to  pre- 
fer Blanchard  contrary  to  law  and  by  the  suppression  of 
fact.  But  as  to  this,  the  parties  are  equgiUy  in  the  wrong, 
and  the  law  leaves  them  as  it  finds  them.  The  discharge  is 
granted. 

Robert  Bybee,  for  petitioner. 

M.   W.  Fechheimer,  for  creditor. 
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In  an  action  for  a  penalty  given  by  statute  the  complaint  must  state  that  the 
act  or  omission  by  which  it  was  incurred  was  done  or  omitted  contrary  to 
the  statute. 

In  an  action  for  a  penalty  by  a  private  person  the  complaint  must  allege  the 
right  of  the  plaintfff  to  sue  therefor. 

In  an  action  against  a  collector  of  customs  for  the  penalty  given  by  section 
24  of  the  Steamboat  Act  of  1852  (10  Stat.-  71),  it  must  appear  from  the 
complaint,  with  reasonable  certainty  as  to  time  and  place,  that  the  vessel 
was  engaged  in  carrying  passengers  while  navigating  the  waters  of  the 
United  States. 

The  allegations  that  a  vessel  was  engaged  in  carrying  passengers  between 
January  1  and  May  1,  1868,  and  that  on  certain  trips  such  vessel  carried 
goods  or  passengers,  are  bad  for  uncertainty. 

Deady,  J.  This  action  is  brought  to  recover  of  the  de- 
fendant, as  collector  of  customs  for  the  district  of  Oregon, 
fifteen  penalties  of  $100  each. 

The  complaint  alleges,  that  between  January  1  and  May 

1, 1868,  a  steamboat  "called  the  Eanier,"  of  about tons 

burden,  was  engaged  in  navigating  the  waters  of  the  Co- 
lumbia river,  within  said  district,  and  in  carrying  passengers 
and  freight  therein. 
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That  between  tlie  dates  aforesaid  and  on  certain  dates 
named  therein,  said  steamboat  arrived  and  departed  from 
and  made  trips  upon  said  Columbia  river,  within  said  dis- 
trict, from  and  to  certain  places  named  therein — in  all  fifteen 
in  number. 

That  at  the  several  times  above  mentioned,  the  Eanier 
transported  goods,  wares  and  merchandise,  or  passengers, 
on  said  Columbia  river,  and  that  on  neither  of  said  days, 
nor  at  any  time  between  the  dates  aforesaid,  had  the  Eanier 
any  certificate  or  license  as  by  law  required;  "shid  that  the 
defendant,  collector  of  customs  as  aforesaid,  has  negligently 
or  intentionally  omitted  to  enforce  the  provisions  of  law 
against  said  steamboat  for  each  and  every  violation  thereof 
as  aforesaid;  wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment 
against  defendant  for  the  sum  of  $100  for  each  omission  of 
the  duty  of  said  defendant  as  above  mentioned,"  etc. 

The  defendant  demurs  to  the  complaint,  because  it  does 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  for 

that: 

1.  It  does  not  appear  therefrom,  what,  if  any,  statute  of 
the  United  States  was  violated  by  the  Kanier. 

2.  It  does  not  appear  therefrom  that  the  defendant  did 
or  omitted  any  act  contrary  to  any  statute  of  the  United 
States,  whereby  any  penalty  was  incurred. 

'    3.     It  does  not  appear  therefrom  that  the  plaintiff  has  any 
right  or  capacity  to  sue  the  defendant. 

4.  Said  complaint  misjoins  acts  of  said  steamboat,  some 
in  carrying  passengers  and  some  in  carrying  freight. 

5.  The  allegations  therein  are  in  the  alternative  and  do 
not  show  precisely  what  charge  is  intended  to  be  made. 

On  June  18,  the  demurrei'was  argued  by  counsel  and  the 
cause  continued  for  consideration  until  to-day. 

The  first  and  second  causes  of  demurrer  raise  similar 
questions.  In  these  respects  the  demurrer  is  well  taken. 
This  is  an  action  for  penalties  given  by  statute  and  the  com- 
plaint must  not  only  state  the  acts  of  omission  or  commis- 
sion by  which  they  are  claimed  to  have  been  incurred,  bu 
also  that  they  were  omitted  or  done  contrary  to  the  form  of 
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the  statute  in  such,  cases  made  and  provided.  (Peabody  v. 
Hayt,  10  Mass.  39;  Bright.  Fed.  Dig.  638.) 

The  third  cause  of  demurrer  is  also  well  taken.  Upon 
this  point  the  complaint  is  insuf&cient.  It  should  allege  not 
only  the  forfeiture,  but  that  by  force  of  the  statute,  etc.,  an 
action  hath  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  to  have  and  demand  of 
the  defendant  the  penalty  forfeited. 

A  penalty  incurred  under  section  2  of  the  Steamboat  Act 
of  July  7,  1838,  is  forfeited  to  the  United  States,  with  the 
qualification*  that  one  half  of  it  shall  be  recovered  for  the  use 
of  the  informer.  For  this  penalty  only  the  United  States 
can  sue.  (Matthews  v.  Offley,  3  Sum.  115.)  But  a  penalty 
incurred  under  the  act  of  August  30,  1852,  by  virtue  of  sec- 
tion 66  thereof,  may  be  recovered  by  any  person  who  will 
sue  for  it. 

Before  considering  the  fourth  and  fifth  causes  of  demurrer, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  state  substantially  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  1838  and  1852,  relating  to  the  forfeiture  and  re- 
covery of  these  penalties. 

Section  2  of  the  former  act  prohibits  the  transportation  of 
goods  or  passengers  upon  navigable  waters  of  the  United 
States  in  steamboats,  without  first  obtaining  a  license  from 
the  collector  and  complying  with  the  conditions  of  that  act; 
and  imposes  a  penalty  of  $500  upon  the  owner  for  each  viola- 
tion of  this  provision,  which  penalty  may  also  be  enforced 
against  the  vessel. 

By  section  1,  of  the  latter  act,  it  is  provided  that  no 
license  or  other  paper  shall  be  granted  to  any  steamboat 
carrying  passengers,  until  the  provisions  of  that  act  are  fully 
complied  with;  and  if  any  such  vessel  shall  be  navigated  with 
passengers  on  hoard  without  such  compliance,  the  owners  and 
vessel  itself  shall  be  subject  to  the  penalties  provided  in  sec- 
tion 2  of  the  act  of  1838,  to  wit :  1500  for  each  time  she  is 
so  navigated  with  passengers  on  board. 

Section  24  of  same  act,  declares  it  to  be  the  duty  of  col- 
lectors of  customs  "to  enforce  the  provisions  of  law"  against 
aU  such  steamers  arriving  and  departing;  and  provides  that 
if  such  collector  negligently  or  intentionally  omit  his  duty  in 
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this  particular,  he  shall  be  removed  from  office  and  be  sub- 
ject to  a  penalty  of  1100  for  each  offence,  to  be  sued  for  in 
an  action  of  debt. 

Nayigating  the  waters  of  the  Columbia  without  a  license, 
was  not  a  violation  of  either  act,  unless  passengers  or  freight 
were  actually  carried  or  transported  on  the  boat.  The  alle- 
gation of  the  complaint  as  to  the  Earner's  being  "engaged  in 
navigating  the  waters  of  the  Columbia  river"  between  Janu- 
ary 1  and  May  1,  1868,  may  be  laid  out  of  view;  while  the 
allegation  that  she  was  engaged  in  "  carrying  passengers 
and  freight"  between  the  same  dates,  is  not  sufficiently  cer- 
tain and  specific  as  to  time  and  place. 

The  allegation  that  the  Eanier,  on  the  fifteen  trips  above 
mentioned,  transported  goods,  wares  and  merchandise,  or 
passengers,  is  also  insufficient  for  uncertainty.  The  state- 
ment being  in  the  alternative  is  not  an  absolute  averment 
that  she  carried  either.  So  also,  the  allegation  that  the 
collector  negligently  or  intentionally  omitted  to  enforce  the 
provisions  of  law  against  the  Eanier. 

The  demurrer  is  allowed. 

The  plaintiff  on  application  had  leave  to  file  an  amended 
complaint  within  twenty  days,  upon  the  payment  of  110 
costs  to  the  adverse  party  or  his  attorney. 


John  H.  Reed,  for  plaintiff. 
Erasmus  D.  Sliattuck,  for  defendant. 
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By  the  act  of  February  25,  1867  (14  Stat.  411),  a  sea-going  steam  vessel,  sub- 
ject  to  the  navigation  laws  of  the  United  States,  when  navigating  any  of 
the  waters  thereof,  is  required  to  be  in  charge  of  a  pilot  licensed  by  the 
inspectors  of  steam  vessels,  but  such  act  is  cumulative,  and  does  not  annul 
or  supersede  a  State  law  requiring  that  such  pilot  when  piloting  such  ves- 
sel within  the  limits  of  the  State,  should  also  be  Ucensed  by  the  Pilot  Com- 
tnissionera  of  the  State. 
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Claims  for  half  pilotage  for  offer  and  refusal  of  services,  are  cases  of  ad- 
miralty jurisdiction,  and  a  suit  therefore  may  be  maintained  against  the 
vessel  or  master;  and  a  State  Statute  which  provides  that  in  a  certain  con- 
tingency the  consignee  shall  also  be  liable  therefor,  does  not  affect  the 
jurisdiction  in  admiralty,  but  only  gives  an  additional  remedy  against  a 
third  person. 

Suggestions  as  to  the  regulations  of  pilot  fees  by  Congress  rather  than  the 
State. 

Deadt,  J.  This  suit  is  brougM  to  recover  $95  for  half 
pilotage,  claimed  to  be  due  the  libellant  on  account  of  the 
offer  of  his  services  to  pilot  the  Wright  from  the  port  of 
Astoria,  over  the  bar  of  the  Columbia  river  to  the  open  sea, 
and  the  refusal  of  the  same  by  the  master,  on  January  14 
and  April  8,  1869. 

From  the  pleadings  and  stipulation  of  the  parties,  the 
material  facts  appear  to  be  as  follows : 

I.  That  on  the  dates  aforesaid,  and  each  of  them,  the 
libellant  was  dvlj  qualified  and  authorized  by  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and  of  the  State  of  Oregon,  to  pilot  the 
George  S.  Wright  from  the  port  of  Astoria  over  the  bar  of 
the  Columbia  river  to  the  open  sea,  and  that  on  said  dates 
respectively  said  libellant  hailed  said  Wright  at  the  port  of 
Astoria,  and  offered  to  pilot  her  from  said  port  across  said 
bar  to  the  open  sea,  but  that  the  master  of  said  vessel  then 
and  there  refused  to  accept  said  offer  or  permit  libellant  to 
come  on  board  or  pilot  said  vessel. 

II.  That  on  the  dates  aforesaid,  and  each  of  them,  the 
George  S.  Wright  was  a  sea-going  vessel,  propelled  by 
steam,  engaged  in  carrying  passengers,  and  bound  on  a 
voyage  from  Portland  on  Wallamet,  to  the  foreign  port,  of 
Victoria;  and  that  Henry  Langdon  was  then  and  there  the 
master  of  said  vessel,  and  duly  qualified,  licensed  and  author- 
ized under  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  in  such  cases 
made  and  provided,  to  pilot  said  vessel  from  the  port  of  Astoria 
over  said  bar  to  the  open  sea,  but  was  not  so  qualified  or 
authorized  under  the  statutes  of  Oregon,  relating  to  pilots 
and  pilotage  on  said  river  and  bar  or  either  of  them. 

III.  That  at  the  dates  aforesaid,  and  each  of  them,  said 
vessel  proceeded  on  her  voyage  from  the  port  of  Astoria  to 
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the  port  of  Victoria  aforesaid,  and  was  then  and  there 
piloted  from  Astoria  aforesaid  to  the  open  sea  by  the  master 
thereof;  but  that  the  libellant  was  the  first  pilot  that  then 
and  there  offered  to  pilot  said  vessel  from  Astoria  to  the 
open  sea  who  was  duly  authorized  and  qualified  therefor, 
under  the  laws  of  tbe  State  of  Oregon,  relating  to  pilots 
and  pilotage  upon  said  river  and  bar. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  is  the  libellant  entitled  to  recover 
half  pilotage  for  the  offer  and  refusal  of  his  services  as 
aforesaid?  As  the  law  then  stood  and  still  remains,  this 
question  must  be  answered  in  the  affirmative.  A  brief 
statement  of  the  legislation  and  judicial  decisions  upon  the 
subject  will  make  this  apparent. 

On  August  17,  1789  (1  Stat.  54),  Congress  passed  an  act 
adopting  the  existing  laws  of  the  States  regulating  "pilots  in 
the  bays,  inlets,  rivers,  harbors  and  ports  of  the  United  States," 
together  with  such  laws  as  they  might  hereafter  enact  for 
that  purpose,  "  until  further  legislative  provision  should  be 
made  by  Congress." 

On  August  30,  1852,  Congress  passed  an  act  relating  to 
vessels  propelled  by  steam,  and  carrying  passengers  on  any 
of  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States.  Section  9  of 
of  this  act  (10  Stat.  63),  declares: 

"That  instead  of  the  existing  provisions  of  law  for  the 
inspection  of  steamers  and  their  equipments,  and  instead  of 
the  present  system  of  pilotage  of  such  vessels,  and  the  present 
mode  of  employing  engineers  on  board  the  same,"  certain 
regulations  prescribed  by  that  act  shall  be  observed.  One 
of  these  regulations  is  to  the  effect  that  pilots  for  such  ves- 
sels must  be  licensed  and  classified  by  United  States  in- 
spectors; and  another  prohibits,  under  a  penalty  of  |100, 
any  person  from  employing,  or  any  person  from  serving  as 
pilot  on  such  vessel  without  such  license. 

In  The  Panama  {ante,  34),  this  Court  decided,  that  under 
the  act  of  1852,  a  steam  vessel  carrying  passengers  anywhere 
upon  the  waters  of  the  United  States,  must  be  under  the 
charge  of  a  pilot  licensed  under  that  act;  and  that  the  mas- 
ter of  such  vessel  was  prohibited  from  takmg  on  a  pjlot 
anywhere,  unless  so  licensed. 

39 


594  DISTRICT  OF  OEEGON, 

The  George  S.  WrigHt. 

Three  years  afterwards,  the  Supreme  Court  of -the  United 
States,  in  Steamship  Company  v.  Joliffe  (2  Wall.  450),  de- 
cided that  the  act  of  1852  did  not  apply  to  port  or  bar  pilots, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  State  law  regulating  pilots  in  the 
bay  of  San  Francisco  was  in  nowise  modified  or  affected  by 
the  act  of  1852.  As  a  matter  of  opinion  simply,  I  have  yet 
seen  no  reason  to  question  the  soundness  of  the  conclusion 
arrived  at  in  The  Panama,  but,  of  course  this  Court  is  bound 
by  the  authority  of  Steamship  Co.  v.  Joliffe  {supra). 

This  was  the  state  of  the  law  upon  the  subject  until  July 
.  25,  1866,  when  Congress  passed  an  act  to  provide  for  the 
safety  of  the  lives  of  passengers  on  steam  vessels.     Section 
9  of  this  act  (14  Stat.  228),  provides: 

"That  all  vessels  navigating  the  bays,  inlets,  rivers,  har- 
bors and  other  waters  of  the  United  States,  except  vessels 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  power  and  engaged 
in  foreign  trade,  and  not  owned  in  whole  or  in  part  by  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  subject  to  the  naviga- 
tion laws  of  the  United  States.     *    *    *    * 

"And  every  sea-going  steam  vessel  now  subject  to  the  nav- 
igation laws  of  the  United  States,  *  *  *  shall,  when 
under  way,  except  upon  the  high  seas,  be  under  the  control 
and  direction  of  pilots  licensed  by  the  inspectors  of  steam 
vessels;    *    *    *     ." 

By  the  enactment  of  this  provision  Congress  has  declared 
that  the  construction  given  to  the  act  of  1852,  by  this  court 
in  The  Panama  shall  prevail,  so  that,  "except  upon  the 
high  seas,"  or  stated  conversely,  upon  the  navigable  waters 
of  the  United  States,  including  ports  and  harbors,  a  sea- 
going steam  vessel  must  be  under  the  direction  of  a  pilot 
licensed  under  the  act  of  1852,  and  not  otherwise. 

On  February  25,    1867,   the  act  of  July  25,   1866,   was  . 
amended  by  re-enacting  section  9  thereof  (14  Stat.  411),  with 
the  following  proviso  : 

"That  nothing  in  this  act,  or  in  the  act  of  which  it  is 
amendatory,  shall  be  construed  to  annul  or  affect  any  regula- 
tion established  by  the  existing  law  of  any  State  requiring 
vessels  entering  or  leaving  a  port  in  such  State  to  take  a 
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pilot  duly  authorized  by  the  laws  of  such  State,  or  of  a  State 
situate  upon  the  waters  of  the  same  port." 

This  is  the  latest  Congressional  enactment  upon  the  sub- 
ject. In  my  judgment  this  proviso  does  not  change  the  legal 
effect  of  section  9  of  the  act  of  1866.  A  sea-going  steam 
vessel  anywhe)'e  upon  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United 
States,  whether  "entering  or  leaving  a  port,"  must  still  be 
under  the  direction  and  control  of  a  pilot  licensed  by  the  in- 
spectors of  steam  vessels. 

But  on  the  other  hand,  the  act  of  Congi-ess,  with  or  with- 
out the  proviso,  does  not  annul  or  abrogate  the  State  laws 
concerning  pilots  and  pilotage  in  the  ports  and  harbors,  ex- 
_  cept  so  far  as  the  latter  may  conflict  or  be  inconsistent  with 
the  former.  The  former  in  effect  prohibits  a  mere  State 
pilot  from  piloting  a  sea-going  steamer  in  the  port  or  else- 
where upon  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States.  But 
if  the  pilot  be  licensed  by  the  United  States  inspectors,  then 
the  act  of  Congress  is  satisfied  and  does  not  exclude  the 
operation  of  State  laws  providing  additional  regulations  upon 
the  subject  of  pilots  and  pilotage.  In  short,  the  act  of  Con- 
gress is  merely  a  cumulative  provision.  It  annuls  nothing, 
but  adds  an  additional  qualification,  in  the  case  of  pilots, 
piloting  sea-going  steamers. 

The  State  regulations  upon  the  subject  of  pilots  and  pilot- 
age between  Astoria  and  the  open  sea  are  contaiued  in  an 
act  for  the  establishment  of  a  pilotage  upon  the  Columbia 
and  Wallamet  rivers,  passed  October  17,  1860  (Or.  Code, 
839),  with  the  amendments  thereto. 

It  provides  for  the  creation  of  a  board  of  pilot  commis- 
sioners, who  are  authorized  to  examiue  and  license  pilots  on 
the  Columbia  river  and  bar  below  Astoria,  and  prescribes 
their  qualifications,  duties  and  compensation.  Any  such 
pilot  is  authorized  to  take  charge  of  any  vessel,  not  less  than 
twenty-five  tons  burden,  bound  in  or  out  of  the  Columbia 
river.  The  master  of  such  vessel  may,  if  he  choose,  pilot 
her  in  or  out  of  the  river,  "but  he  shall,  notwithstanding, 
when  bound  into  the  river,  pay  to  such  pilot,  as  shall  first  offer 
his  services  outside  of  the  bar,  full  pilotage,    *    *    *    and  if 
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hound  out,  one  half  pilotage."  If  the  "master  omit  or  refuse 
to  pay  the  pilotage  fees  ia  any  instance,  *  *  *  then  his 
consignee  shall  become  liable  for  the  same." 

These  regulations  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  acts  of 
Congress  upon  the  same  subject.  They  can  stand  together 
and  be  obeyed  by  the  same  person  at  the  same  time.  Taken 
together,  they  constitute  the  law  governing  the  pilotage  of 
steam  vessels  on  the  pilot  grounds  of  the  Columbia  river, 
below  Astoria. 

By  virtue  of  the  acts  of  Congress  a  steam  vessel,  "when 
underway,"  elsewhere  than  "  upon  the  high  seas"— that  is, 
beyond  the  territorial  jurisdiction  or  dominion  of  the  United 
States — ^must  be  under  the  control  of  a  pilot  licensed  by  the 
United  States  inspectors.  This  provision  is  imperative, 
a  pilot  without  such  license  is  not  authorized  to  pilot  such 
vessel.  But  a  pilot  with  this  qualification  alone,  is  not,  so 
to  speak,  a  full  pilot,  on  these  pilot  grounds.  Before  he  is 
authorized  io  offer  his  services  to  such  vessel,  and  in  case  of 
refusal,  to  demand  whole  or  half  pilotage,  as  the  case  may 
be,  he  must  also  be  qualified  under  the  State  laws. 

This  conclusion  accords  with  the  following  suggestion  made 
by  this  Court  in  The  Panama : 

"The  law  [act  of  1852]  only  so  far  abrogates  the  State  law 
aa  to  require  that  a  steam  vessel  carrying  passengers,  shall 
have  a  pilot  licensed  by  its  authority,  and  to  prohibit  any 
pilot  without  such  license  from  serving  as  pilot  on  such 
vessel.  The  compensation  of  pilots,  the  mode  and  manner 
of  ofifering  their  services,  until  Congress  sees  proper  to  pro- 
vide for  them,  still  remains  legitimate  subject  for  State  leg- 
islation. The  bar  pilot,  licensed  by  the  State,  may  apply 
.  to  the  United  States  inspectors  for  license  to  pilot  steam 
vessels,  and,  if  found  competent  and  licensed,  may  pilot 
such  vessels." 

This  disposes  of  the  case  upon  the  merits.  The  libellant 
being  qualified  under  both  the  National  and  State  law,  was 
the  first  pilot  so  qualified  to  hail  the  Wright  and  ojffer  his 
services  as  a  pilot.  His  o£fer  being  refused  by  the  master, 
he  IS  entitled  to  recover  half  pilotage.     By  the  State  pilot 


JULY,  1869.  597 


The  George  S.  Wright. 


law,  approved  October  27,  1868,  the  fees  for  pilotage  were 
reduced,  so  that  the  libellant  is  only  entitled  to  $36  insteg^d 
of  $46  as  claimed  for  each  voyage. 

The  answer  of  the  claimant  also  contains  an  article  in  the 
nature  of  a  peremptory  exception  to  the  libel.  This  allega- 
tion is  to  the  effect,  that  the  State  -law  giving  half  pilotage 
expressly  makes  the  consignee  of  the  ship  liable  th«refor  in 
case  the  master  omits  or  refuses  to  pay  the  same,  and  that 
therefore  the  vessel  is  not  liable  also  for  the  demand.  But 
I  do  not  think  the  statute  can  or  ought  to  have  such  a  con- 
struction. 

A  claim  for  half  pilotage  given  by  statute  for  services 
offered  and  refused,  so  far  as  the  remedy  is  concerned,  stands 
upon  the  same  footing  as  an  ordinary  claim  for  pilotage. 
The  transaction  out  of  which  the  libellant's  claim  arises,-  is 
one  from  which  the  law  will  imply  a  contract  to  pay  the  pilot- 
age given  by  statute,  as  a  compensation  for  the  offer  of  ser- 
vices with  a  present  ability  to  perform.  {Steamship  Co.  v. 
Joliffe,  2  WaU.  456.) 

Claims  for  pilotage  are  cases  of  admiralty  jurisdiction, 
and  the  suit  therefor  may  be  against  the  vessel  or  against  the 
master  or  owner,  or  both.  (Ben.  Ad.  289,  391.)  The  law  of 
the  State  cannot  take  away  or  limit  the  admiralty  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  Court,  if  it  would.  On  the  other  hand  it  is  evi- 
dent that  the  remedy  given  by  the  local  law  against  the 
consignee  was  intended  to  be  cumulative  and  not  restrictive. 
A  claim  for  half  pilotage  against  an  outgoing  vessel,  without 
an  owner  resident  in  this  district,  might  otherwise  be  prac- 
tically incapable  of  recovery.  To  meet  such  a  case,  the  pilot 
act  of  the  State  gives  the  pilot  an  additional  remedy  against 
the  consignee— a  person  supposed  to  be  resident  in  the  port. 
As  has  been  shown  the  law  of  this  case  is  with  the  Hbel- 
lant.  The  legislation  upon  the  subject  of  pilots  and  pilotage 
is  practically  still  left  with  the  States— except  that,  so  far  as 
steam  vessels  are  concerned-the  pilot  must  be  licensed  by 
United  States  inspectors. 

But  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  Congress  has  not  gone  farther 
in  the  exercise  of  its  undoubted  powers  to  regulate  com- 
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merce  both  foreign  and  domestic,  and  established  some  uni- 
foxm  rules  in  regard  to  the  amount  and  mode  of  payment  of 
pilots  fees.  The  regulations  made  by  the  State  are  generally 
at  the  instigation  and  in  the  special  interest  of  the  local 
pilots  and  at  the  expense  of  steam  vessels,  especially  if 
owned  without  the  district.  In  such  cases,  at  least,  where 
pilotage  is  ordinarily  a  mere  tax  for  nominal  and  unneces- 
sary services,  the  United  States  inspectors  with  the  super- 
vising inspector  ought  to  be  authorized  to  prescribe  and 
establish  the  fees  for  pilotage. 

Th^re  must  be  a  decree  given  for  the  libellant  for  the  sum 
of  $72  and  costs  and  expenses  of  suit. 

Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  libellant. 
Erasmus  D.  ShaUuck,  for  claimant. 


DISTRICT  COURT,  JULY  12,  1869. 
In  re  J.  J.  WALTON  AND   C.  W.  WALTON.* 

Where  a  creditor  takes  a  preference  from  an  insolvent  debtor,  with  reason  to 
believe  that  such  debtor  was  then  insolvent,  and  intended  to  evade  the 
provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  by  preventing  his  property  from  being 
distributed  thereunder  among  his  creditors,  such  creditor  is  barred  from 
proving  his  debt,  and  may  be  compelled  to  restore  property  so  taken,  to 
the  assignee. 

The  Bankrupt  Act  does  not  trust  the  legal  rights  of  one  portion  of  the  credit- 
ors of  an  insolvent  to  the  judgment  or  good  intentions  of  another  portion, 
and  therefore  it  makes  no  difference  with  what  ultimate  intention  a  creditor 
takes  a  preference  contrary  to  the  act,  he  thereby  forfeits  his  right  to  prove 
his  debt. 

Objections  by  the  assignee,  Joseph  Bachman,  to  the 
proof  of  debts  by  Allen  &  Lewis  and  Henry  Failing.  The 
objections  being  similar  and  depending  upon  the  same  facts, 
they  were  heard  together.     Mr.  Register  Hill,  to  whom  the 

•Affirmed  on  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Courts,  May  4,  1870. — Sawyer,  J. 
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matter  was  referred,  found  the  following  conclusions  of  faot 
and  law : 

1.  On  the  27  of  June,  1868,  J.  J.  &  C.  W.  Walton, 
being  then  partners  under  the  name  of  J.  J.  Walton  &  Son, 
were  indebted  to  these  creditors  as  follows:  To  Allen   &  • 
Lewis,  $3,982.64;  to  Failing,  $2,002.33;  which  indebtedness 
was  for  goods  sold  to  said  J.  J.  Walton  &  Son. 

2.  That  at  the  same  date,  said  J.  J.  Walton  &  Son  were 
largely  indebted  to  divers  other  persons,  most  of  them  re- 
siding at  Portland,  Oregon,  for  goods  sold  them. 

3.  That  at  that  time  said  J.  J.  Walton  &  Son  were  in- 
solvent. 

4.  That  on  said  27  day  of  June,  these  creditors,  AUen 
&  Lewis  and  Failing,  by  their  agent  and  attorney,  E.  D. 
Shattuck,  at  Eugene  City,  Oregon  (the  place  of  business  of 
said  Walton  &  Son),  procured  the  said  firm  of  J.  J.  Walton 
&  Son  to  confess  judgments  in  their  favor  for  the  amounts 
due  them  respectively,  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  State  of 
Oregon  for  the  county  of  Lane. 

■  5.  That  on  the  29  day  of  June,  1869,  those  creditors 
Allen  &  Lewis  and  Failing,  caused  executions  to  be  issued 
upon  the  judgments  so  confessed,  and  directed  the  sheriff 
to  seize  the  property  of  said  J.  J.  Walton  &  Son  upon  those 
executions,  and  to  act  under  the  directions  of  J.  B.  Under- 
wood as  to  further  proceedings,  and  at  the  same  time  sent 
instructions  by  mail  from  Portland  to  Underwood  at  Eugene 
City,  to  the  effect  that  it  was  not  their  intention  to  get  any 
preference  in  the  final  distribution  of  the  moneys  to  be  made 
by  the  sale  of  the  property,  but  that  it  was  their  intention 
to  avoid  the  expense  of  a  division  of  the  moneys  under  the 
bankrupt  law;  and  further  instructing  him  to  have  the 
sheriff  turn  over  the  property  to  any  agent  whom  the  credit- 
ors might  agree  upon  to  sell  the  same  and  distribute  the 
money  or  to  the  marshal  in  case  proceedings  should  be  in- 
stituted under  the  bankmpt  law,  and  the  marshal  as  mes- 
senger should  be  directed  by  the  Court  of  bankruptcy  to 
seize  the  property. 

6.     That  at  the  time  of  taking  of  said  judgment  by  con- 
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fession,  and  at  the  time  of  causing  said  executions  to  be 
issued,  and  at  the  time  the  property  was  seized  upon  said 
executions,  these  creditors,  Allen  &  Lewis  and  Failing, 
knew  that  J.  J.  Walton  &  Son  were  insolvent;  that  is,  could 
not  pay  all  their  debts  in  full,  and  their  debts  could  not  be 
paid  in  full  upon  sale  of  all  their  property  under  execution. 

7.  That  on  the  2d  day  of  July,  1868,  proceedings  were 
instituted  by  order  of  the  creditors  of  said  Walton  &  Son, 
to  have  them  adjudged  bankrupts,  and  that  on  the  28th  day 
of  July,  1868,  they  were  adjudged  bankrupts  by  this  Court 
upon  the  proceedings  so  instituted. 

8.  That  these  creditors,  Allen  &  Lewis  and  Falling, 
made  no  resistance  to  the  marshal  seizing  the  property 
levied  upon  under  their  said  execution;  and  that  with  their 
offer  to  prove  their  debts  they  also  offer  to  surrender  any 
advantage  or  preference  which  they  may  have  obtained  by 
their  said  proceedings  against  said  J.  J.  Walton  &  Son. 

And,  upon  these  findings  of  fact,  I  find  as  a  conclusion  of 
law,  that  these  creditors,  Allen  &  Lewis  and  Failing,  should 
not  be  allowed  to  prove  their  debts,  but  that  their  claims  . 
shotdd  be  rejected,  and  they  be  adjudged  to  pay  the  costs 
of  this  proceeding. 

In  support  of  his  conclusions,  the  Eegister  filed  the  fol- 
lowing opinion,  which,  being  adopted  by  the  Court,  is  here 
inserted: 

OPINION   OF   EEGISTEK. 

On  the  27th  day  of  June,  1868,  Walton  &  Son,  merchants, 
doing  business  in  copartnership  at  Eugene  City,  Oregon, 
being  indebted  to  Allen  &  Lewis,  merchants  of  Portland,  in 
the  sum  of  $3,982.33,  and  to  Henry  Failing,  merchant  of 
Portland,  in  the  sum  of  $2,002.64,  confessed  judgments  in 
favor  of  these  creditors  respectively,  for  the  amounts  of  their 
respective  demands.  At  that  time  Walton  &  Son  were  largely 
indebted  to  others,  amounting  in  all  to  over  $10,000,  and 
were  insolvent. 

These  judgments  were  confessed  after  some  pressure  from 
the  creditors,  AUen  &  Lewis  and  Failing.  That  Walton  & 
Son  were  at  that  time  insolvent  is  not  questioned;  and  I 
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cannot  but  conclude  that  these  creditore  knew  of  such  in- 
solvency.   They  offer  to  prove  their  claims  against  the  estate; 
and  the  depositions  they  offer  for  such  proof  go  beyond  the 
forms  prescribed  by  the  Supreme  Court,  and  contain  a  large 
amount  of  matter  in  regard  to  taking  the  judgments,  which 
I  suppose  is  intended  to  exculpate  these  creditors  from  any 
charge  of  violating  the  bankrupt  law  in  taking  the  confes- 
sions of  judgments ;  and  among  other  things,  these  creditors 
•say  in  their  depositions  for  proof  of  debt,  that  they  sup- 
posed, when  they  took  the  confessions,  that  if  the  property 
of  Walton  &  Son  (which  consisted  of  a  small  stock  of  goods 
for  retail  business)  could  be  disposed  of  at  its  full  value  and  if 
the  debts  due  Walton  &  Son  could  all  be  collected,  "Walton  & 
Son  would  be  able  to  pay  their  debts  in  full.     To  the  same 
effect  is  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Failing  and  Mr.  Lewis,  when 
on  the  stand  as  witnesses.     Neither  of  them  pretends  to 
have  supposed  that  Walton  &  Son  were,  or  would  be,  able 
to  pay  in  full,   except  upon  all  the  contingencies   stated 
above.     They  were  unable  to  pay  on  demand,  and  their 
property  was  insufficient  to  pay  in  full  upon  forced  sale. 
This  these  creditors  knew;  and  this  is  insolvency.     {In  re 
Randall  &  Sunderland,  2  Law  Times,  69,  decided  by  the 
Judge  of  this  Court;  Hastings  \.  Knox,  Assignee,  etc.,  1  Law 
Times,  73;  In  re  Black,  1  Bank  Eep.  81.) 

But  these  creditors  endeavor  to  rebut  the  presumption  of 
frauds  which  the  law  attaches  to  this  transaction,  by  stating 
their  own  intentions  at  the  time— that  they  intended  only  to 
preserve  the  assets  of  Walton  &  Son  from  being  wasted 
through  the  dissipation  of  young  Walton,  and  would  have 
made  a  dista'ibution  of  the  proceeds  of  the  property  pro  rata 
among  all  the  creditors.  I  think  this  evidence  incompetent. 
It  would  be  an  alarming  proposition  to  lay  down  as  a  rule 
for  the  guidance  of  courts  of  justice,  that  a  man  may,  in  ex- 
press violation  of  the  statute,  seize  and  appropriate  wholly 
to  himself  that  of  which  the  larger  portion  belongs  to  others, 
and  then,  when  overtaken  by  the  law,  escape  its  penalties 
bv  saving  he  never  intended  any  fraud;  he  did  not  intend 
to  use  the  advantage  which  he  had  thus  gained,  to  another  s 
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injury.  Some  persons  might — as  I  suppose  these  creditors 
may  have  intended  to  do — make  a  just  and  equitable  divis- 
ion of  what  they  had  obtained;  but  these  would  be  the 
exceptions,  and  the  rule  would  be  that  the  rapacious  and 
unconscientious  creditors  of  every  insolvent  debtor  would 
seize  all  his  assets  regardless  of  the  rights  of  other  creditors; 
and  then,  if  prevented  by  the  law  from  depriving  the  other 
creditors  of  any  part  of  the  estate,  would  pass  out  at  this 
convenient  and  wide  door  of  escape,  carrying  with  them  all 
the  rights  of  innocent  men,  notwithstanding  the  penalties 
denounced  against  their  acts  by  the  statute.  The  law 
does  not  leave  the  rights  of.  one  man  to  the  generosity  of  an- 
other. 

These  creditors  further  seek  to  show  that  they  had  con- 
versations with  other  creditors  almost  immediately  after 
taking  the  confessed  judgments,  and  before  issuing  execu- 
tion, in  which  their  entire  good  faith,  and  their  intention  to 
make  a  just  distribution,  were  expressed  to  such  other  cred- 
itors. This  evidence  is  objected  to  on  the  part  of  the 
assignee.  It  is  not  pretended  on  the  part  of  A.  &  L.  and 
F.  that  there  was  any  agreement  between  all  the  creditors, 
that  the  estate  of  Walton  &  Son  should  be  wound  up  in  the 
way  suggested;  and  unless  these  conversations  amounted  to 
a  mutual  agreement  of  that  kind,  by  which  all  parties  inter- 
ested in  the  estate  might  be  estopped  to  object  to  it  after-, 
wards,  I  cannot  see  how  the  conversations  affect  the  case. 
They  are  therefore  excluded. 

The  creditors,  A.  &.  L.  and  F.,  on  the  29th  day  of  June, 
two  days  after  the  judgments  were  confessed,  caused  execu- 
tions to  be  issued  thereon,  and  the  property  of  Walton  & 
Son  is  to  be  seized.  On  the  same  day  they  sent  written  in- 
structions to  J.  B.  Underwood,  an  attorney,  at  Eugene  City, 
by  mail  from  Portland,  directing  him  to  have  the  sheriff 
hold  the  property  under  the  executions,  subject  to  an  ar- 
rangement they  wished  to  make  to  have  it  disposed  of  for 
the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors,  and  to  have  the  property 
turned  over  to  such  agent  as  the  creditors  might  agree  upon, 
to  avoid  the  expense  of  having  it  distributed  under  the  bankrupt 
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law  ;  and,  further,  to  have  it  delivered  up  to  the  messenger, 
if  proceedings  were  instituted  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 
This  was  after  these  creditors  were  informed  that  the  other 
Portland  creditors  had  sent  an  agent  and  attorney  to  Eugene 
City  to  see  about  their  claims  against  Walton  &  Son.     In- 
deed, the  prime  object  in  taking  these  confessions  of  judg- 
ment and  all  the  proceedings  under  them,  seems,  upon  the 
construction  most  favorable  to  these  creditors,  to  have  been 
to  avoid  a  distribution  of  the  assets  of  Walton  &  Son  under 
the  banki-upt  law.     This  appears  from  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Shattuck,    the   agent  and  the  attorney  who  procured  the 
judgments,  as  well  as  from  the  instructions  to  Underwood. 
Such   a  transaction,    "assignment,   transfer,   conveyance," 
etc.,  "or  warrant  to  confess  judgment,"  made  to  defeat  or 
hinder  the  operation  of  the  bankrupt  law,  and  within  six 
months  before  the  filing  of  a  petition  by  a  creditor  for  ad- 
judication of  bankruptcy  against  the  debtor,  is  a  fraud  upon 
the  law,  and  an  act  of  bankruptcy  (§  39);  and  if  made  to  a 
person  who  knows  or  has  reasonable  cause  to  believe  the 
debtor  is  insolvent,  or  that  a  fraud  upon  the  act  is  intended, 
it  brings  upon  such  person  the  penalties  and  disabililies  of 
a  participant  in  the  fraud  (§  39);  namely,  the  liability  to  an 
action  for  the  property  so  transferred,  assig-ned  or  conveyed, 
or  its  value,  and  the  exclusion  from  any  participation  in 
the  dividends  that  may  be  declared  to  the  creditors  of  the 

The  direction  to  Underwood  to  have  the  sheriff  deliver 
the  property  of  Walton  &  Son  to  the  messenger,  in  case  pro- 
ceedings in  bankruptcy  should  be  instituted,  was  only  a 
direction  to  do  without  resistance  that  which  he  could  have 
been  compelled  to  do  if  he  had  refused;  and  can  have  no 
influence  in  the  case,  unless  it  be  to  disclose  the  reason  for 
the  preceding  instructions;  the  desire  to  escape  the  imputa- 
tion of  fraud  which  the  law  puts  upon  their  acts^ 

Walton  &  Son  were  adjudged  bankrupts  on  the  28fch  day 
of  July   1868,  upon  the  petition  of  one  of  their  creditors 
these  judgments  and  executions  being  the  acts  upon  which 
the  adjudication  was  founded. 
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These  creditors,  A.  &  L.  and  F.,  propose  now  to  prove  the 
debts  upon  which  the  judgments  were  taken,  and  offer  to 
surrender  any  advantage  they  may  have  acquired  by  the 
judgments  or  executions,  and  take  their  distributive  shares 
in  the  estate,  as  if  such  preference  had  never  been  taken. 

This  presents  the  question :  Can  a  creditor  who,  within 
six  months  before  a  petition  for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy 
is  filed  by  another  creditor,  has  taken  a  preference  knowing 
the  debtor  to  be  insolvent,  surrender  his  preference  and 
take  his  place  with  other  creditors,  and  receive  the  dividends 
as  if  such  preference  has  not  been  taken  ? 

The  Bankrupt  Act  (§  39),  as  it  stood  at  the  time  of  these 
transactions,  provides  that  any  insolvent  person  who  shall 
give  any  fraudulent  preference  by  "  transfer  or  conveyance 
of  any  money,  property  or  other  thing,  or  shall  give 
any  warrant  to  confess  judgment,  or  procure  or  mffer  his 
property  to  he  taken  on  legal  process,  shaU,  upon  the  petition 
of  one  or  more  of  his  creditors,  whose  provable  claims 
amount  in  the  aggregate  to  $250  or  more,  be  adjudged  a 
bankrupt,,  providing  such  petition  be  brought  within  six 
months  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy  is  committed;  and  if 
such  person  shall  be  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  the  assignee  may 
recover  back  the  money  or  property  so  paid,  assigned,"  etc. ; 
"provided,  the  person  receiving  such  payment  or  convey- 
ance had  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that  a  fraud  on  this 
act  was  intended,  or  that  the  debtor  was  insolvent,  and  such 
creditor  shall  not  be  allowed  to  prove  his  debt  in  bankruptcy." 

Who  is  meant  by  "  such  creditor"  in 'the  last  clause  above 
quoted  ?  The  plain  and  obvious  meaning,  construing  this 
section  alone,  is  the  creditor  receiving  such  preference: 
"such  creditor"  is  "the  person  receiving  such  payment, 
conveyance,"  etc. 

But  it  is  claimed  that  section  23  allows  a  creditor  who  has 
taken  a  preference  in  fraud  of  the  act — constructive  fraud — to 
prove  his  debt  upon  surrendering  all  advantages  of  the 
preference;  and  that  these  two  sections  must  be  construed 
together.  And  it  is  said  that  this  construction  is  the  only 
one  which  can  reconcile  the  provisions  of  section  23  with 
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those  of  39,  above  cited.  But  I  do  not  think  that  is  cor- 
rect. To  construe  them  thus  would  not  reconcile  them,  but 
would  wholly  annul  the  last  clause  in  section  39.  A  con- 
struction which  renders  any  part  of  a  statute  inoperative 
should  not  be  adopted  if  any  other  can  reasonably  be  given. 
(McCartee\.  OrpJian  Asylum,  9  Cow.  437.)  In  this  case  the 
statute  may  be  so  construed  as  to  avoid  the  apparent  con- 
flict between  sections  23  and  39,  and  give  effect  to  each;  a 
construction,  indeed,  which  gives  the  language  used  in  the 
two  sections  its  natural  and  ordinary  import. 

Section  23  provides  that  any  person  receiving  a  preference 
"after  the  passage  of  this  Act,"  having  knowledge  or  reason- 
able cause  to  believe  that  the  debtor  is  insolvent,  shall  not 
share  in  dividends  without  surrendering  his  preference  to 
the  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors. 
•  Section  39  is  the  first  section  making  provision  for  invol- 
untary bankruptcy — adjudication  upon  creditor's  petition — 
and  denies  the  right  to  share  dividends  or  prove  claims  to 
any  creditor  who  has  taken  such  preference  "within  six 
months"  next  preceding  the  commencement  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  bankruptcy  by  a  creditor.  I  think  section  39  oper- 
ates as  a  limitation  of  the  provision  in  section  23,  and  limits 
its  application  to  cases  where  the  preference  is  received  in 
fraud  of  the  act,  more  than  six  months  prior  to  the  filing  of 
a  petition  for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  by  a  creditor.  If 
the  preference  is  received  more  than  six  months  before  the 
petition  is  filed,  or  the  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  is  made 
upon  the  debtor's  own  petition,  the  creditor  may  surrender 
his  preference  and  prove  his  debt,  notwithstanding  the  pref- 
erence was  constructively  fraudulent;  but  if  the  preference 
was  taken  within  six  months,  and  the  adjudication  is  upon 
the  petition  of  one  or  more  creditors,  the  preferred  creditor 
cannot  prove  his  debt  nor  share  in  dividends.  This  con- 
struction should  not  be  rejected  merely  because  it  may  in 
some  cases — as  I  believe  it  may  in  the  present  case— work  a 
hardship  upon  creditors  who  intend  only  to  use  such  dili- 
gence as  will  secure  their  own  and  other  creditors'  distribu- 
tive shares  in  the  estate.     Considerations  of  this  character 
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ouglit  not  to  induce  a  Court  to  put  a  subtle  and  forced  con- 
struction upon  statutes,  contrary  to  their  plain  and  obvious 
import.  (Waller  Y.  Harris,  20  Wend.  555;  McCluskyx.  Crom- 
well, 11  N.  Y.  593.) 

The  conclusion,  therefore,  at  which  I  have  arrived,  is  that 
these  creditors,  A.  &  L.  and  F.,  can  not  be  allowed  to  prove 
their  debts  against  the  estate  of  the  bankrupts.  This  con- 
clusion rests  not  alone  upon  what  seems  to  me  to  be  the 
true  construction  of  the  bankrupt  law;  the  same  construc- 
tion was  placed  upon  these  two  sections  by  the  District 
Court  for  the  Wisconsin  District,  In  re  Princeton  (1  Law 
Times,  127),  in  which  the  Court,  after  a  somewhat  extend- 
ed examination  of  the  question  and  of  the  reasons  for 
this  provision  in  regard  to  involuntary  bankruptcy,  says: 
"It  can  not  be  permitted  to  a  creditor  who,  with  reasonable 
knowledge,  has  participated  in  such  fraud  on  the  act  as  to 
fouud  a  proceeding  against  his  debtor,  to  relinquish  his  in- 
tended preference  and  claim  to  prove  his  debt  under  the  23d 
or  any  other  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act." 

Another  objection  to  the  proof  of  these  claims,  urged  by 
the  counsel  for  the  assignee,  is  that  the  confessed  judgments, 
being  void  by  section  35  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  can  not  be  the 
basis  of  claims  against  the  estate;  and  that,  though  void  as 
to  the  Bankrupt  Act,  these  judgments  were  valid  under  the 
State  laws,  and  therefore  the  original  debts,  being  merged 
in  the  judgments,  can  not  be  the  basis  of  claims  against  the 
estate.  If  this  were  the  only  objection,  I  should  have  to 
admit  the  claims  to  proof.  This  reasoning  seems  to  me  to 
be  artificial  and  unsound.  It  is  a  maxim  of  the  law  that  "a 
void  act  is  no  act;"  and  if  these  judgments  are  void  as  to 
the  bankrupt  law,  they  have  no  e£fect  to  merge  the  claims 
upon  which  they  are  founded,  as  to  the  bankrupt  law.  But 
I  think  these  judgments,  if  void  under  section  35,  are  void 
for  all  purposes.  The  language  is  that  such  preferences  are 
"void" — not  "void  as  to  the  Bankrupt  Act."  There  are  the 
strongest  reasons  why  this  provison  should  have  been  made, 
and  why  the  broadest  language  possible  should  have  been 
used  in  the  law.     The  only  way  in  which  the  law  can  be 
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made  to  operate  equally  upon  all  creditors  whose  debts  were 
originally — ^in  their  nature — provable  in  bankruptcy;  the 
only  way  to  make  the  system  a  "uniform  system  of  bank- 
ruptcy," was  to  make  these  preferences  void  to  all  intents 
and  purposes.  And  such  was  the  decision  under  the  bank- 
rupt law  of  1841,  upon  language  identical  with  the  wording 
of  the  35th  section  of  the  law  of  1867.  {McLean,  Assignee,  etc. 
X.  The  Lafayette  Bank  et  al.,  3  McLean's  Eeport,  185.) 

There  are  some  other  questions  raised  in  the  written  argu- 
ments submitted  to  me,  but  I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider them  at  this  time. 

Deadt,  J.     I  concur  in  the  conclusions  of  fact  and  law  as 
found  by  the  Register  and  in  his  opinion  in  support  thereof. 
Wk&o.  the  question  was  first  raised  as  to  the  right  of  Allen 
&  Lewis  and  Henry  Eailing  to  prove  their  debts,  I  inclined 
to  the  opinion  that  a  creditor  who  had  taken  a  preference 
contrary  to  the  act,  might  in  any  case  be  aUowed  to  prove 
his  debt  upon  the  surrender  of  the  property,  benefit  or  ad- 
vantage obtained  by  him  under  such  preference,  as  pro- 
vided in  section  23.     But  after  long  and  careful  deliberation, 
I  am  forced  to  come  to  a  different  conclusion.     I  am  now 
satisfied  that  to  aUow  these  creditors  to  surrender  their  un- 
lawful preference,  and  come  in  and  prove  their  debts  under 
section  23,  would  be  to  violate  both  the  letter  and  spirit  of 
the  act.     It  may  be  admitted  that  section  23  is  of  general 
application,  in  both  voluntary  and  involuntary  cases,  except 
as  otherwise  provided  in  section  39.     But  the  special  pro- 
vision in  the  latter  section,  declaring  that  a  creditor  shall 
not  be  allowed  to  prove  his  debt  in  &  particular  case,  so  far, 
excludes  the  operation  of  the  general  words  of  the  former. 
Now  this  special  provision  of  section  39  covers  this  case  at 
every  point,  and  therefore  takes  it  out  of  section  23. 

Walton  and  Son,  being  insolvent,  confessed  a  judgment, 
and  procured  and  suffered  their  property  to  be  taken  on 
legal  process,  with  intent  to  give  a  preference  to  A-  &  L-^n^ 
H  F  This  being  the  case,  the  section  declares,  that  if  the 
person  receiving  such  preference  "had  reasonable  cause  to 


608  DISTRICT  OF  OREGON, 

In  re  J.  J/ Walton  and  C.  W.  Walton. 

*— 

believe  that  a  fraud  on  the.  act  was  intended  or  that  the 
debtor  was  insolvent,"  that  the  assignee  may  recover  back 
the  money  or  property  paid  or  transferred  contrary  to  the 
act,  and  that  "such  creditor" — that  is,  the  creditor  receiv- 
ing such  preference,  with  reasonable  cause  to  believe,  etc. — 
"  shall  not  be  allowed  to  prove  his  debt  in  bankruptcy." 

These  creditors,  by  their  agent,  had  not  only  reason  to 
believe,  but  knew,  that  at  the  time  of  giving  this  preference, 
Walton  and  Son  were  insolvent,  and  that  in  so  doing  they 
intended  a  fraud  upon  the  act — that  is,  intended  to  evade 
its  provisions  by  preventing  their  property  from  being  dis- 
tributed among  their  general  creditors  under  it. 

To  these  acts  or  conduct,  section  39  attaches  certain  con- 
sequences :  First — ^The  preferred  creditors  may  be  compelled 
by  the  assignee  to  restore  the  money  or  property  received 
under  the  preference.  Second — Such  creditors  are  pro- 
hibited from  proving  their  debts  in  bankruptcy. 

The  first  of  these  provisions  is  remedial,  and  furnishes 
the  means  whereby  the  wrong  committed  in  giving  and  re- 
ceiving a  preference  may  be  corrected.  But  the  second  is 
preventive,  and  intended  to  deter  creditors  from  receiving 
preferences  for  fear  of  losing  or  forfeiting  their  debts  there- 
by. Of  the  two  it  is  the  more  important  and  more  likely 
to  prevent  violations  or  evasions  of  the  act  in  this  respect. 

The  liability  to  these  consequences  or  penalties  arises 
upon  the  same  facts — the  creditors  taking  a  preference  con- 
trary to  the  act— but  the  right  to  enforce  the  one  does  not 
depend  upon  the  enforcement  of  the  other.  They  are  dis- 
tinct and  cumulative.  The  assignee  may  recover  back  the 
money  or  property  without  objecting  to  the  proof  of  debt, 
or  the  proof  of  debt  may  be  excluded  where  there  has  been 
no  such  recovery. 

"What  use  these  creditors  may  have  ultimately  intended  to 
make  of  their  preference  is  immaterial.  Let  it  be  admitted 
that  they  intended  so  far  as  they  know,  to  share  the  pro- 
ceeds of  their  executions  with  their  fellow  creditors,  pro 
rata.  The  law  does  not  trust  the  legal  rights  of  one  portion 
of  the  creditors  to  the  judgment  or  good  intentions  of  the 
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others.  WMle,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  may  have  been  safe 
to  do  so  in  this  case,  in  a  majority  of  others  it  might  or 
would  not.  Besides  a  mere  intention  or  even  proposition 
on  their  part  to  admit  the  rest  of  the  creditors  to  a  share  of 
the  property  was  not  a  contract  with  such  creditors  which 
the  latter  could  enforce.  Such  intention  or  proposition 
could  have  been  changed  or  withdrawn  by  A.  and  L.  and  H. 
F.  at  any  time  before  it  was  realized  or  accepted,  with  im- 
punity. 

In  legal  effect,  the  transaction  as  claimed  by  these  cred- 
itors, was  nothing  more  or  less  than 'obtaining  a  preference 
contrary  to  the  act,  with  intention  to  make  such  arrange- 
ment with  the  general  creditors  as  the  parties  taking  the 
preference  might  think  proper  under  the  circumstances. 
This  would  be  to  make  themselves  judges  in  their  own  case. 

An  order  will  be  made  rejecting  these  claims,  and  direct- 
ing the  Eegister  to  refuse  to  allow  them  to  be  proved,  and 
that  A.  and  L.  and  H.  F.  be  adjudged  to  pay  the  costs  and 
expenses  of  this  proceeding. 

M.  W.  Fechheimer,  for  assignee. 

Erasmus  B.  Shattuch,  for  creditors. 


CIRCUIT  COURT,  AUGUST  3,  1869. 

JAilES  B  NEWBT  v.  THE  OEEGON  GENTBAL  EAIL- 
'  WAY  CO  GEOBGE  L.  WOODS,  E.  N.  COOKE,  J. 
H  DOUTHITT  I  E.  MOOEES,  T.  McF.  PATTON, 
JOHN  H.  MOOEES,  JACOB  CONSEE,  A.  LAWEENCE 
LOVEJOT  P  A.  CHENOWETH,  3.  ELLSWOETH, 
STEPHEN  E.  CHAD  WICK,  JOHN  E.  BOSS,  J.  H.  D. 
iENDEESON,  JOHN  P.  MILLEE,  A.  P.  HEDGES, 
S.  B.  PAEEISH  AND  GEEEN  B.  SMITH. 

The  corporate  name  of  a  corporation  is  a  trade-mark  from  the  neoe^^'y  "J 
the  tS!  and  upon  every  consideration  of  private  justice  and  pubhc  pohcy 
dese^e'lhe  same  consideration  and  protection  from  a  Court  of  eqmty . 
40 
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A  corporate  name  is  a  necessary  element  of  a  corporation's  existence,  and 
any  act  which  produces  uncertainty  or  confusion  concerning  such  name, 
is  well  calculated  to  injuriously  affect  the  identity  and  business  of  the 
corporation. 

The  right  to  a  corporate  name  does  not  rest  in  parol,  but  is  shown  by  the  re- 
cord and  is  triable  by  inspection  thereof  in  any  form  of  proceeding— there- 
fore a  Court  of  equity  will  not  refuse  to  enjoin  the  use  of  such  name  be- 
cause the  right  to  the  same  has  not  been  established  at  law. 

The  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  the  use  of  a  corporate  name  does  not  depend  upon 
the  insolvency  of  the  defendant. 

The  insolvency  of  a  corporation,  the  legality  of  the  subscription  to  its  capital 
stock,  and  the  validity  of  its  organization  generally,  may  be  judicially  in- 
vestigated, whenever  and  wherever  such  investigation  becomes  material  to 
the  determination  of  the  rights  of  third  persons,  who  are  parties  to  a  ju- 
dicial proceeding  before  the  Court. 

Where  a  creditor  of  a  corporation,  as  a  bondholder,  has  a  lien  upon  a  grant 
of  land  or  other  property  owned  or  claimed  by  such  corporation,  and  an- 
other corporation  is  wrongfully  using  such  corporation's  name  for  the  pur- 
poseof  obtaining  such  grant  of  land,  such  creditor  may  maintain  a  suit  in 
equity  to  enjoin  such  other  corporation  from  such  wrongful  use  of  his 
corporation's  name. 

An  agreement  by  a  corporation  to  prefer  its  bondholder  in  the  disposition  of 
50  per  centum  of  the  proceeds  of  its  lauds,  which  may  be  sold  before  such 
bond  becomes  due,  does  not  give  such  bondholder  a  lien  upon  the  corpora- 
tion lands. 

Quere,  can  a  mere  bondholder  of  a  corporation  maintain  a  suit  to  enjoin  an- 
other corporation  from  doing  unlawful  acts  which  depreciate  the  conven- 
tional value  of  such  bojid  in  the  market. 

In  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  use  of  a  corporate  name,  the  corporation  whose  name 
is  alleged  to  be  wrongfully  used  must  be  a  party  plaintiff  or  defendant,  but 
if  such  corporation  refuse  to  bring  such  suit  upon  request,  its  bondljiolder 
or  creditor  may  do  so,  and  make  such  corporation  a  party  defendant. 

Deady,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  to  enjoin  the  defendants 
from  using  the  name — "  The  Oregon  Central  Eailway  Co.," 
and  from  issuing  bonds  bearing  said  name.  It  was  com- 
menced on  February  9,  1869.  The  defendants  on  April  5, 
filed  ten  exceptions  to  the  complaint  for  impertinence,  which 
exceptions,  after  arguments  by  counsel,  were  disallowed  on 
April  12th  thereafter. 

On  May  3,  1869,  the  defendant  corporation  demurred  to 
the  complaint,  as  did  the  other  defendants,  by  a  separate  and 
similar  demurrer. 

On  May  15  and  22  the  demurrer  was  argued  by  counsel 
and  the  cause  submitted  to  the  Court  for  determination. 
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Substantially,  the  allegations  of  tlie  complaint  are  as 
follows : 

I.  That  the  complainant  is  a  citizen  of  California  and 
the  defendants  are  all  citizens  of  Oregon. 

II.  That  the  corporation  defendant  was  organized  about 
April  22,  1867,  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Oregon,  with 
its  place  of  business  at  Salem,  for  the  purpose,  as  expressed 
in  its  articles,  of  constructing  and  operating  a  railway  for 
the  transportation  of  passengers  and  freight  from  Portland 
in  a  southerly  direction  about  three  hundred  miles,  to  the 
northern  line  of  the  State  of  California. 

III.  That  long  prior  to  the  incorporation  of  such  defend- 
ant corporation,  another  corporation  was  duly  incorporated 
under  the  laws  of  Oregon,  under  the  name  of  "The  Oregon 
Central  Railway  Co.,"  for  the  purpose  as  expressed  in  its 
articles  of  constructing  and  operating  a  railway  from  Port- 
land, in  a  southerly  direction,  about  three  hundred  miles, 
to  the  northern  line  of  the  State  of  California,  under  the 
laws  of  Oregon  and  the  act  of  Congress,  approved  July  25, 
1866,  entitled  "An  Act  granting  lands  to  aid  in  the  construc- 
tion of  a  railway  and  telegraph  line  from  the  Central  Pacific 
Eailway  to  Portland,  Oregon,"  and  the  amendments  thereto; 
and  that  about  October  1,  1866,  the  articles  of  this  corpo- 
ration were  published  in  full  in  sundry  newspapers  then 
published  in  Portland,  Salem,  Eugene,  and  elsewhere  in 
Oregon,  and  that  about  October  11,  1866,  the  Legislative  As- 
sembly of  Oregon,  after  hearing  the  articles  of  this  corpora- 
tion read  before  ^it,  and  upon  the  application  of  said  cor- 
poration, did,  by  the  passage  of  a  joint  resolution,  namely. 
House  Joint  Eesolution  No.  13,  designate  and  appoint  this 
corporation  to  receive  and  manage  so  much  of  the  land  and 
franchises  proposed  to  be  granted  by  said  act  of  Congress, 
as  should  lie  within  the  State  of  Oregon,  which  designation 
and  appointment  was  in  all  respects  regular  and  in  accord- 
ance  with  said  act  of  Congress. 

I-V.  That  thereafter,  and  within  the  time  prescribed  by 
said  act  of  Congress,  said  last  named  corporation  duly 
gave  its  assent  to  the  terms  proposed  by  said  act,  which 
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assent  was  duly  filed  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of 
the  United  States;  and  such  corporation  is  now  proceeding 
to  construct  said  railway  as  by  said  act  required,  in  order 
to  receive  the  benefits  arising  therefrom;  and  that  said  act 
of  Congress  among  other  things  provided,  that  the  company 
complying  with  the  conditions  thereof  and  being  designated 
therefor  by  the  Assembly  aforesaid,  should  receive  twenty 
sections  of  the  public  land  within  the  State  of  Oregon  for 
each  mile  of  such  railway,  to  aid  in  the  construction  thereof, 
together  with  the  right  of  way,  and  other  valuable  privi- 
leges, in  -the  public  lands  along  the  line  of  said  railway. 

V.  That  by  reason  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  the  last 
named  corporation  became  possessed  of  valuable  franchises 
and  rights,  in  consideration  of  which  its  credit  was  estab- 
lished in  the  principal  money  markets  of  the  world,  so  that 
its  bonds  and  obligations  became  valuable  and  marketable 
commercial  paper,  by  means  whereof  it  was  enabled  to 
meet  its  obligations  incurred  in  the  construction  of  said 
railway;  and  that  on  June  25,  1868,  said  act  of  Congress 
was  amended  so  as  to  extend  the  time  for  the  completion  of 
the  first  and  the  subsequent  sections  of  said  railway;  and 
that  said  corporation  will  be  able  to  comply  with  said  act  of 
Congress,  and  be  entitled  to  receive  the  land  and  other 
franchises  proposed  to  be  granted  thereby. 

VI.  That  said    last   named  corporation,  for  the    pur- 
'  pose  of  raising  money  to  construct  said  railway,  issued 

bonds  of  the  denomination  of  11,000  each,  payable  in  gold 
coin,  to  bearer,  on  January  1,  1869,  with  forty-one  interest 
coupons  attached  to  ea,ch  of  said  bonds,  which  coupons , 
were  payable  to  bearer,  and  for  the  sum  of  |35  each,  that 
being  the  amount  of  the  semi-annual  interest  on  each  of 
said  bonds  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  centum  per  annum  •  and 
that  such  bonds  were  put  in  market  and  sold  as  all  such  other 
securities  are  sold,  and  that  this  complainant  then  and  there 
became  the  purchaser  and  is  now  the  holder  and  owner  of 
two  of  said  bonds;  and  that  said  bonds  are  secured  by  a 
first  mortgage  upon  all  the  real  and  personal  property  of 
said  corporation— excepting  the  subscriptions  to  the  stock 
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thereof— and  upon  all  its  rights  under  said  act  of  Congress, 
and  fifty  per  centum  of  tlie  proceeds  of  any  land  sold  by 
said  corporation  before  said  bonds  fall  due,  and  that  by 
reason  thereof  the  complainant's  bonds  are  the  most  valua- 
ble of  said  corporation's  obligations,  and  would  be  of  great 
market  value  but  for  the  wrongful  actsof  the  defendants,  as 
hereinafter  stated. 

VII.  That  on  about  April  22,  1867,  certain  of  the  cor- 
porators of  the  last  named  corporation  seceded  therefrom 
and  confederated  and  conspired  with  other  persons  for  the 
•  purpose  of  defrauding  and  injuring  said  corporation,  and  in 
pursuance  thereof  said  corporators  and  other  persons,  exe- 
cuted the  articles  of  incorporation  of  the  defendant  corpora- 
tion herein,  and  incorporated  and  proceeded  to  organize  the 
same,  by  the  corporate  name  of  "The  Oregon  Central  Eail- 
way  Co." — that  being  the  name  of  the '  corporation  desig- 
nated by  said  resolution  No.  13,  as  aforesaid;  and  that  the 
incorporators  of  said  defendant  corporation  then  and  there 
well  knew  and  were  duly  notified  of  the  prior  incorporation 
of  the  corporation  designated  by  said  resolution  No.  13, 
under  the  name  aforesaid,  and  of  its  rights  and  franchises 
aforesaid,  and  that  the  incorporation  of  another  corporation 
under  the  same  name  would  greatly  injure  the  credit  of  said 
prior  incorporation  and  depreciate  its  bonds  in  the  money 
markets,  by  causing  confusion  and  misunderstanding  as  to 
which  corporation  was  entitled  to  the  rights  and  benefits  guar- 
anteed to  "The  Oregon  Central Eailway  Co."  under  said  act 
of  Congress  and  resolution  No.  13. 

VTTT.  That  said  defendant  corporation  has  fraudidently 
issued  a  large  number  of  bonds  similar  in  appearance  and 
purporting  to  be  the  bonds  of  "The  Oregon  Central  Eail- 
way Co.,"  and  to  be  secured  by  a  first  mortgage  upon  all  tlie 
property  of  said  company— except  subscriptions  to  its  cap- 
ital stock— and  upon  its  rights  and  franchises,  and  put  the 
same  upon  the  market  as  the  bonds  of  said  O.  C.  E.  Co.; 
and  that  said  last  mentioned  bonds  were  wrongfull;J'  issued 
for  the  purpose  of  depreciating  and  preventing  the  sale  of 
the  bonds  of  the  corporation  designated  by  said  resolution 
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No.  13,  and  destroying  their  character  as  marketable  secur- 
ities; and  that  by  reason  of  the  wrongful  and  fraudulent 
acts  aforesaid,  the  market  value  of  the  complainant's  bonds 
has  been  greatly  reduced,  and  the  same  rendered  unmarket- 
able; and  that  said  acts  have  caused  the  public,  particularly 
bankers  and  the  like,  to  believe  and  suspect  that  the  defend- 
ant corporation  is  the  one  designated  by  said  resolution  No. 
13,  and  that  said  wrongfully  issued  bonds,  and  not  the  com- 
plainants, are  secured  by  the  mortgage  by  which  the  com- 
plainant's bonds  are  in  fact  secured;  and  that  the  putting  of 
said  wrongfully  issued  bonds  upon  the  market  as  aforesaid, 
as  the  bonds  of  the  O.  C.  E.  Co.  will  cause  further  deprecia- 
tion of  your  complainant's  bonds,  and  cast  confusion  and 
suspicion  upon  and  about  the  bonds  of  the  corporation  des- 
ignated by  said  resolution  No.  13. 

IX.  That  said  defendant  corporation,  by  its  officers,  is 
threatening  to  issue,  and  unless  restrained  by  the  Court, 
will  issue  a  large  amount  more  of  its  bonds,  purporting  to 
be  the  bonds  of  the  O.  C.  E.  Co.,  and  to  be  secured  as 
aforesaid,  by  which  complainant's  bonds  will  be  further  de- 
preciated and  their  market  value  destroyed  to  his  damage 
not  less  than  $1,000. 

X.  That  the  personal  defendants  above  mentioned  are 
all  directors  of  the  defendant  corporation. 

XI.  That  after  the  articles  of  iuoorporation  of  the  de- 
fendant corporation  were  executed  and  filed,  six  of  the  cor- 

_  porators  thereof  subscribed  $100,  or  one  share  each  of  the 
capital  stock,  and  then  passed  a  resolution  that  the  presi- 
dent subscribe  all  the  rest  of  the  stock  in  the  name  of  and 
for  the  corporation,  there  being  then  in  fact  no  president,  and 
thereupon,  after  George  L.  Woods,  as  president,  had  pre- 
tended to  subscribe  said  stock  as  directed,  said  corporators 
proceeded  to  organize  said  corporation  by  the  election  of 
directors,  and  the  pretended  directors,  so  elected,  then 
elected  said  Woods  president,  but  that  no  other  subscrip- 
tion to* said  capital  stock  has  ever  been  made;  and  that  said 
defendant  corporation  has  no  other  property  than  the  six 
shares  of  capital  stock,  subscribed  as  aforesaid,   and  is 


AUGUST,  1869.  616 


James  B.  Newby  v.  The  Oregon  Centi-al  K.  Co.  ei  al. 


therefore  wholly  unable  to  respond  to  complainant  in  dam- 
ages. 

With  prayer  of  special  relief  as  follows : 

That  the  defendants  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  the 
further  use  of  the  name,  "The  Oregon  Central  Eailway 
Co.,"  and  from  issuing  any  more  of  such  bonds,  and  such 
other  and  further  relief,  etc. 

The  causes  of  demurrer  assigned  in  the  demurrers  of  re- 
cord substantially  are : 

1.  That  the  bill  is  defective  because  it  does  not  contain 
a  prayer  for  process. 

2.  That  the  complainant  has  a  plain  and  adequate  rem- 
edy at  law. 

3.  That  it  does  not  appear  that  the  legal  right  of  the 
last  named  corporation  to  the  name — "The  Oregon  Central 
Railway  Co." — has  been  established  at  law. 

4.  That  complainant  has  not  sufficient  interest  in  the  sub- 
ject matter  to  maintain  this  suit  or  to  the  relief  prayed  for. 

5.  That  the  bill  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  suit. 

6.  That  the  complainant  by  his  bill  has  not  shown  a  case 
for  relief  in  equity  against  the  defendants. 

On  the  argument  the  following  additional  causes  of  de- 
murrer were  assigned  ore  tenus. 

7.  That  it  does  not  appear  from  the  biU,  that  said  last 
named  corporation  had  refused  to  institute  this  suit,  and 
therefore  it  should  have  been  brought  in  the  name  of  said 
corporation. 

8.  That  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  this  suit  be- 
cause the  subject  matter  in  dispute  does  not  exceed  the  value 
of  $500. 

By  the  law  of  Oregon  any  three  or  more  persons  may  in- 
corporate themselves  for  the  purpose  of  engaging  in  any 
lawful'  enterprise  or  occupation.  The  primary  step  in  the 
formation  of  this  legal  entity  is  the  execution  and  fiHng  of 
articles  of  incorporation,  which  articles,  among  othe^j,things, 
must  specify— "The  name  assumed  by  the  corporation  and 
by  which  it  shall  be  known."  (Or.  Code,  658-9.) 
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By  the  execution  and  filing  of  these  articles,  the  corporate 
name  assumed  thereby  and  specified  therein,  becomes  ex- 
clusively appropriated.  If  afterwards  any  persons  attempt 
to  incorporate  for  any  purpose  by  the  same  name,  this  would 
be  an  encroachment  upon  the  rights  of  the  first  corporation, 
and  therefore  illegal.  To  prevent  the  continuance  of  such 
a  wrong  upon  the  rights  of  another  equity  will  interfere  at 
the  suit  of  the  injured  party,  by  iajunction.  The  case  is 
analogous  to  if  not  stronger  than  that  of  a  piracy  upon  an 
established  trade  mark.  {Belly.  Locke,  8  Paige  75;  Tayhr 
V.  Carpenter,  11  Paige  292;  Partridge  v.  Mench,  2  Barb.  Ch. 
102;  Wil.  Eq.  402-3.)  The  corporate  name  of  a  corpora- 
tion is  a  trade  mark  from  the  necessity  of  the  thing,  and 
upon  every  consideration  of  private  justice  and  public  policy 
deserves  the  same  consideration  and  protection  from  a  Court 
of  equity. 

Under  the  law,  the  corporate  name  is  a  necessary  element 
of  the  corporation's  existence.     Without  it,  a  corporation 
cannot  exist.     Any  act  which  produces  confusion  or  uncer- 
tainty concerning  this  name  is  well  calculated  to  injuriously 
affect  the  identity  and  business  of  a  corporation.     And  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  in  some  degree  at  least,  the  natural  and  ne- 
cessary consejquence  of  the  wrongful  appropriation  of  a  cor- 
porate name,  is  to  injure  the  business  and  rights  of  the 
corporation  by  destroying  or  confusing  its  identity.     The 
motives  of  the  persons  attempting  the  wrongful  appropria- 
.  tion  are  not  material.     They  neither  aggravate  or  extenuate 
the  injury  caused  by  such  appropriation.     The  act  is  an 
illegal  one  and  must,  if  necessary,  be  presumed  to  have  been 
done  with  an  intent  to  cause  the  results  which  naturally  flow 
from  it.     Nor  will  a  Court  of  equity  refuse  to  enjoin  the 
wrongful  appropriation  of  a  corporate  name  until  the  right 
of  the  first  corporation  to  the  name  has  been  established  by 
the  verdict  of  a  jury  in  an  action  at  law.     Such  right  does 
not  rest  in  parol  but  is  shown  by  the  record,  if  at  all,  and  is 
determfned  by  the  Court  in  any  form  of  proceeding.    Neither 
i;a  such  case,  has  the  party  injured  an  adequate  and  com- 
plete remedy  at  law.     As  in  the  case  of  patents  for  inven- 
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tions  and  copyrights,  the  remedy  at  law  can  only  give  redress 
for  the  past  injury,  and  that  often  inadequately.  But  to 
protect  the  injured  corporation  from  the  mischief  arising 
from  continued  violation  of  its  rights  and  perpetual  litiga- 
tion concerning  them,  resort  must  be  had  to  the  equitable 
remedy  by  injunction.  (Story's  Eq.  §  930.) 

Nor  do  I  deem  it  material  in  this  case  to  the  jurisdiction 
in  equity,  that  the  defendant  should  be  insolvent — unable 
to  respond  to  the  complainant  in  damages.  The  jurisdic- 
tion in  this  class  of  cases — trade  marks,  patents  and  copy- 
rights— depends  upon  the  fact  that  thp  matter  is  intrinsic- 
ally of  equitable  cognizance — that  the  legal  rights  of  the 
party  can  only  be  protected  in  equity,  and  not  upon  the 
uncertain  and  irrelevant  test  of  the  insolvency  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

For  this  reason  as  well  as  the  conclusion  I  have  reached 
tfpon  the  rights  of  this  complainant  to  maintain  this  suit, 
without  the  O.  C.  E.  Co.  being  made  a  party  thereto,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  consider  the  question  made  in  the  complaint 
as  to  the  insolvency  of  the  defendant  corporation  upon  the 
grounds  of  the  alleged  illegality  of  the  subscription  to  its 
capital  stock  and  the  irregularity  of  its  organization.  It  will 
not  be  out  of  place,  however,  to  remark  in  passing,  particu- 
larly after  the  argument  of  counsel  for  defendant  upon  that 
point  that  if  any  such  question  were  to  become  material  in 
this  suit,  for  the  purposes  of  this  suit,  it  could  be  investigated 
and  determined  here  as  well  as  in  any  other  proceeding. 
There  is  no  divinity  that  doth  hedge  about  the  affairs  of  a 
corporation  so  as  to  preclude  a  judicial  investigation  of  the 
facts  concerning  it,  whenever  and  wherever  such  investi- 
gation becomes  material  to  the  determination  of  the  rights 
of  third  persons.  For  instance,  if  it  were  necessary  for  the 
maintenance  of  this  suit  for  the  complainant  to  show  that 
this  defendant  or  any  other  corporation  was  insolvent,  he 
would  be  allowed  to  do  so,  even  if  it  were  necessary  in  so 
doing  to  show  that  its  capital  stock  was  illegally  subscribed 
or  that  its  organization  was  invalid.  The  age  or  solvency 
of  A  B  may  become  material  questions  in  a  suit  to  which  he 
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is  not  a  party  and  in  which  he  has  no  interest,  but  that 
does  not  preclude  the  parties  interested  and  litigant  from 
investigating  the  matter  for  the  purposes  of  their  contro- 
versy. 

And  this  brings  me  to^  the  consideration  of  the  questions 
— ^has  the  complainant  such  an  interest  in  the  subject  of 
this  controversy  as  entitles  him  to  maintain  this  suit;  and 
if  this  question  is  answered  in  the  affirmative,  can  he  main- 
tain the  suit  without  making  the  O.  C.  E..  Co.  a  party 
plaintiff  or  defendant. 

It  being  admitted  by  the  demurrer  that  the  complainant 
is  a  bondholder  and  a  creditor  of  the  O.  C.  E.  Co.,  and  that 
the  corporation  defendant  has  wrongfully  appropriated  t^ie 
corporate  name  of  said  corporation,  and  is  issuing  bonds  in 
said  name,  and  is  seeking  by  the  wrongful  use  of  such  name 
to  obtain  the  land  granted  to  the  O.  C.  E..  Co.,  if  it  also 
appeared  unqualifiedly  that  the  bonds  of  the  complainaat 
were  secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  land  granted  by  act  of 
Congress  to  the  corporation  designated  by  the  Eesolution 
No.  13,  I  think  he  would  have  such  a  special  interest  in  that 
property  as  would  entitle  him  to  maintain  a  suit  to  prevent 
another  corporation  from  obtaining  the  same  land  by  the 
wrongful  use  of  the  name  of  the  corporation  whose  bonds 
he  holds.     (Bradley  v.  Richardson,  2  Blatch.  345.) 

But  upon  this  point  the  complaint  is  equivocal,  or  at  least 
indistinct.  It  does  not  directly  state  that  this  laiid  is  mort- 
gaged to  secure  the  payment  of  the  complainant's  bonds. 
True,  it  is  averred  that  the  igortgage  is  upon  all  the  prop- 
erty of  the  corporation;  except  subscriptions  to  its  capital 
stock.  What  other  property,  if  any,  than  these  subscrip- 
tions and  this  land  the  corporation  claims,  is  not  shown. 
Now,  as  to  the  land,  the  complaint  states  specially  that  the 
mortgage  is  upon  the  rights  of  the  corporation  under  the  act 
of  Congress,  and  upon  fifty  per  centum  of  the  proceeds  of 
such  of  the  lands  thereby  granted  as  may  be  sold  before  the 
bonds  become  due  in  1889.  Waiving  the  question  of 
whether  the  corporation  can  mortgage  these  lands  before 
the  performance  of  the  conditions  on  which  the  grant  was 
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made,  and  before  they  are  selected  and  separated,  by  the 
proper  authority  from  the  body  of  the  public  lands,  this 
allegation  rather  indicates  an  agreement  by  the  corporation 
in  the  disposition  of  the  proceeds  of  this  land  sold  before 
1889,  to  prefer  its  bond  creditors  as  to  fifty  per  centum 
thereof,  than  a  mortgage  upon  the  land  itself. 

But  counsel  for  complainant  does  not  rest  his  right  to 
relief  upon  this  ground  alone.     He  maintains  that  the  com- 
plainant is  something  different  from,  and  more  than,  a  mere 
creditor  of  the  0.  C.  E.  Co.,  secured  by  a  lien  upon  its 
property.     That  he  is  also  the  owner  of  its  bonds — a  species 
of  obligation  or  security,  which,  in  the  progress  of  society 
and  business,  have  acquired  a  conventional  value,  as  prop- 
erty.    That  this  conventional  value  depends  upon  the  state 
of  public  opinion  as  to  the  resources  and  prospects  of  the 
corporation  that  issued  these  bonds,  and  thereby  created 
this  property ;    and  that  the  issuing  of  similar  bonds  in 
large  numbers,  in  the  name  of  the  O.  C.  E.  Co.  by  the  de- 
fendant corporation,  works  an  injury  to  the  complainant  by 
diminishing  the  conventional  or  market  value  of  his  prop- 
erty. 

This  argument  is  not  without  force  and  plausibility.  No 
authority  has  been  cited,  however,  in  sppport  of  the  conclu- 
sion, and  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  express  an  opinion 
at  this  time  upon  the  question  made  by  it.  For,  admitting 
that  the  complainant  is  entitled  against  the  defendants  to 
the  relief  prayed  for,  either  on  the  ground  of  his  being  the 
owner  of  the  O.  C.  E.  Co.'s  bonds,  or  a  creditor  of  such  cor- 
poration with  a  lien  upon  its  lands  for  security,  yet  I  am 
satisfied  that  this  suit  cannot  be  maintained  without  the  0. 
0  E  Co.  being  made  a  party,  plaintiff  or  defendant.  Upon 
authority  and  principle,  the  corporation  whose  name  is 
alleged  to  be  wrongfully  assumed  and  used,  must  be  a  parly 
to  the  suit.  If  such  corporation  refuses  to  bring  the  suit 
after  being  requested  to  do  so,  the  complainant  may  sue, 
and  alleging  the  fact  in  his  complaint,  ^-^^ '^'. ^^"^^^^^l 
a  party  defendant.  {BoUnson  v.  Smith,  3  Paige  Ch.  232, 
Dodge  v.  Wolsey,  18  How.  331.) 
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The  demurrer  ore  fenus,  for  want  of  proper  parties  is  there- 
fore allowed  upon  payment  by  the  defendants  of  the  costs  of 
the  demurrer  on  the  record.     (3  Page  Ch.  supra.) 

W.  Lair  Hill,  for  complainant. 

Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  defendants. 


DISTRICT  COURT,  SEPTEMBER  20,  1869. 
THE  FIDELITER.* 

Where  the  owner  of  a  vessel  makes  a  bill  of  sale  thereof  without  considera- 
tion, to  another,  and  retains  the  possession  of  such  vessel,  for  the  purpose 
of  fraudulently  obtaining  an  American  register  for  the  same,  such  transac- 
tion is  a  nullity  and  does  not  vest  any  legal  title  or  right  in  the  pretendbd 
vendee,  so  as  to  authorize  the  statement  in  the  oath  for  a  register  under 
section  4  of  the  act  of  December  31,  1792  (1  Stat.  287),  that  he  is  the  true 
and  only  owner  thereof. 

A  sale  of  a  British  vessel  by  an  American  citizen  to  a  Greek  subject,  at 
Alaska,  after  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  of  purchase  with  Russia,  and  be- 
fore the  country  was  formally  turned  over  to  the  American  government, 
for  the  purpose  of  having  such  vessel  thereby  become  an  American  bottom 
under  article  3  of  said  treaty,  is  a  fraud  upon  the  American  government, 
and  an  American  register  obtained  for  such  vessel  thereon,  is  fraudulently 
obtained  within  the  meaning  of  section  24  of  the.aot  of  July  18,  1866  (14 
Stat.  184). 

Deady,  J.  This  is  a  suit  for  the  condemnation  of  the 
steamship  Fideliter,  as  being  forfeited  to  the  United  States 
for  the  violation  of  section  4  of  the  Eegistry  Act  of  Decem- 
ber 31,  1792  (1  Stat.  287),  and  section  24  of  the  act  to  pre- 
vent smuggling,  etc.,  of  July  18,  1866  (14  Stat.  184). 

The  libel  was  filed  by  the  district  attorney  on  behalf  of 

'Reversed  and  libel  ^jsmissed  on  appeal  to  the  Circuit  Court,  because  it 
did  not  appear  from  the  libel  that  there  had  been  a  seizure  of  the  vessel  be- 
fore the  commencement  of  the  suit:  May  4,  1870,  Sawtbb,  J.,  citing  The. 
Ann,  9  Cranch,  289;  Tim  SUmr  Spring,  1  Sprague,  551;  TAe  Octavia,  1  Gall. 
488;  TheJosefa  Segunda,  10  Whea.  312;  Keene  v.  United  States,  5  Cranch, 
305;  Gelstoh  v.  Hoyt,  3  Whea.  318;  Ad.  Rule  22. 
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the  United  States,  on  December  27,  1867,  praying  that  said 
Yessel,  her  tackle,  etc.,  might  be  adjudged  forfeited  to  the 
United  States  for  the  reasons  and  causes  therein  alleged. 
The  libel  substantially  charges : 

I.  That  the  Fideliter  is  an  ocean  steamship  of  175j\i'|j- 
tons  burden;  that  she  is  not  an  American  vessel,  but  is  a 
British  bottom,  built  in  some  British  port  to  the  libellant 
unknown,  and  has  since  sailed  under  the  British  flag  and  is 
not  entitled  to  sail  under  any  other,  and  that  William  Kohl 
is  the  sole  owner  thereof,  and  has  been  such  owner  since 
April,  1867. 

II.  That  between  the  middle  of  May  and  June,  1867,  the 
^aid  Kohl  took  said  vessel  from  the  port  of  Portland-on- 
"WaUamet,  to  Sitka,  in  Alaska,  with  the  intent  to  there  make 
a  sham  or  pretended  sale  thereof  to  some  Russian  subject, 
so  as  to  enable  said  Kohl  to  obtain  an  American  certificate 
of  registry  for  said  vessel  under  the  treaty  of  purchase  con- 
cluded between  the  United  States  and  Russia,  on  March  30, 
1867;  and  that  between  June  and  November,  1867,  said 
Kohl  did  make  a  sham  salS  of  such  vessel  to  one  Joseph 
LugebU,  a  Russian  subject;  and  that  such  Lugebil  is  now, 
was  then  and  has  been  for  a  long  time  in  the  employ  of  the 
Emperor  of  Russia  as  interpreter,  and  was  without  means, 
and  paid  no  valuable  consideration  or  thing  whatever  for 
such  purchase. 

TIT.  That  in  order  to  obtain  the  registry  of  said  vessel 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  the  treaty  of  pur- 
chase aforesaid,  and  with  the  intent  to  obtain  such  registry, 
the  said  Kohl,  on  October  28,  1867,  at  the  port  of  Sitka 
aforesaid,  appeared  before  William  S;  Dodge,  the  collector 
of  customs  for  said  port,  and  solemnly  affirmed  that  said 
Lugebil  was  then  and  there  the  owner  of  said  vessel;  and 
that  the  matter  of  fact  in  said  affirmation,  to  wit:  that 
Lugebil  was  the  sole  owner  of  such  vessel,  was,  within  the 
knowledge  of  said  Kohl,  not  true,  but  the  same  was  false 
and  untrue;  and  that  within  the  knowledge  of  said  Kohl,  he, 
the  said  Kohl,  was  then  and  there  the  sole  owner  of  such 
vessel,  and  not  Lugebil. 
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IV.  That  said  Kohl,  on  the  date  and  at  the  port  last 
aforesaid,  and  in  the  manner  and  by  the  means  aforesaid, 
did  unlawfully  and  fraudulently  pbtain  from  the  collector 
aforesaid,  a  certificate  of  registry  of  said  vessel;  which  reg- 
ister so  obtained  has  been  wrongfully  and  improperly  used 
for  said  vessel  ever  since. 

On  the  filing  of  the  libel  a  warrant  of  arrest  was  issued 
against  the  vessel,  upon  which  she  was  seized  by  the  marshal 
on  the  same  day  while  lying  at  this  port. 

On  December  28,  1867,  William  Kohl  appeared  and  filed 
a  petition,  praying  that  the  vessel  be  delivered  to  him  on 
bond,  in  which  petition  he  represented  himsel  as  the  "agent 
of  the  owners"  of  the  same.  On  the  same  day  the  vessel 
was  released,  upon  the  bond  of  said  Kohl  and  his  sureties, 
to  pay  the  agreed  value  thereof — $30,000 — ^in  case  she  was 
condemned  as  forfeited  by  the  decree  of  this  Court.  On 
January  4,  1868,  Kohl  filed  a  claim  of  ownership  of  the 
vessel,  without  verification,  in  which  he  alleged  that  he  was 
"the  agent  of  the  persons  who  are  the  true  and  hona  fide 
owners  thereof,"  without  naming  or  otherwise  indicating 
who  such  persons  were. 

These  particulars  concerning  the  claim  of  ownership  are 
noticed  for  the  purpose  of  calling  attention  to  the  irregu- 
larity of  releasing  the  vessel  to  Kohl  before  a  claim  of 
ownership  was  made  in  the  case,  and  to  the  fact  that  the 
claim  of  ownership  made  by  Kohl  was  as  agent  for  "per- 
sons" and  "  owners" — more  than  one — while  in  the  answer 
filed  by  him  the"  same  day,  as  the  agent  of  Lugebil,  it  is 
alleged  that  Lugebil  is  the  sole  owner. 

On  January  4,  1868,  Kohl,  as  the  agent  of  Joseph  Luge- 
bil, answered  the  libel  in  substance  and  legal  effect  as 
follows : 

I.  Admits  that  the  Fideliter  was  a  British  built  vessel 
and  sailed  under  that  flag;  but  avers  that  on  October  28, 
1867,  she  became  and  has  ever  since  been  an  American  vessel, 
by  virtue  of  the  United  States  laws,  relating  to  shipping 
and  the  treaty  of  purchase  aforesaid.  Denies  that  Kohl  is 
or  ever  was  the  owner  in  whole  or  in  part  of  said  vessel. 
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Admits  that  the  owner  of  said  vessel  took  her  from  the  port 
of  Portland-on-Wallamet  to  the  port  of  Sitka,  as  alleged  in 
the  libel;  but  denies  that  he  took  her  there  fox.  the  purpose 
of  making  a  sham  or  pretended  sale  to  a  Russian  subject, 
with  a  view  of  obtaining  an  American  register  therefor,  as 
alleged  iu  the  libel. 

n.  That  about  June  6,  1867,  John  Dutnell,  a  British  sub- 
ject was,  and  for  some  time  prior  thereto  had  been  the  owner 
of  said  vessel;  and  that  about  said  date  said  Dutnell,  by 
said  Kohl,  his  attorney  in  fact,  duly  sold,  conveyed  and 
transferred  said  vessel  to  the  claimant,  Joseph  Lugebil, 
who  was  at  that  time  a  Russian  subject,  living  at  Sitka, 
aforesaid,  and  employed  there  as  bookkeeper  by  the  Rus- 
sian American  Fur  Company,  a  corporation  then  existing 
under  the  laws  of  Russia;  and  that  in  pursuance  of  such 
sale,  a  bill  of  sale  of  said  vessel  was  then  and  there  duly 
executed  and  delivered  to  the  claimant;  who  thereupon 
came  into  possession,  and  was  thereby  made  sole  owner  of 
said  vessel,  at  Sitka,  aforesaid;  and  that  said  sale  was 
made  with  the  knowledge  and  approval  of  Maksatoff, 
Ihe  Governor  of  Russian  America,  and  in  accordance  with 
the  laws  of  Russia;  and  said  vessel  was  duly  registered  in 
the  archives  of  the  Russian  government  at  Sitka,  aforesaid, 
and  thenceforward  passed  under  and  lawfully  sailed  under 
the  Russian  flag,  until  about  October  28,  1867. 

TTT.  Admits  that  Kohl  appeared  before  Dodge  and  pro- 
cured an  American  register  for  said  vessel,  m  alleged  in  the 
libel;  but  denies  that  the  matters  there  affirmed  as  fact  and 
truth  by  said  Kohl,  before  said  Dodge,  were  false  within 
the  knowledge  of  said  Kohl,  as  alleged  in  the  libel;  and 
alleges  that  claimant  is  the  sole  owner  of  the  vessel,  as  said 
Kohl  did  affirm,  aad  is  now  such  owner;  and  that  said  Kohl 
was  then  and  had  been  since  June,  1867,  acting  as  agent /or 
claimant  of  said  vessel,  under  a  written  power  of  attorney 
from  claimant,  which  power  said  Kohl  still  holds. 

IV.  Denies  that  Kohl  obtained  said  register  fraudulently 
or  unlawfully,  or  that  the  same  had  been  wrongfully  or  im- 
properly obtained  and  used  by  said  vessel,  ever  since  or  at 
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all.  Denies  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  that  the  vessel 
has  become  liable  to  be  seized  and  forfeited. 

On  May  5,  1868,  a  general  replication  to  the  answer  was 
filed  by  the  libeUant,  and  on  May  8,  thereafter,  on  motion 
of  libellant,  the  cause  was  continued  until  the  November 
term,  to  obtain  the  testimony  of  certain  witnesses,  alleged 
then  to  be  in  British  Columbia  and  Sitka.  At  such  Novem- 
ber term,  the  testimony  of  said  witnesses  not  having  been 
obtained,  on  motion  of  the  district  attorney,  the  cause  was 
continued  to  the  March  term,  1869.  At  the  last  mentioned 
term  the  libellant  again  moved  for  a  continuance,  to  obtain 
the  testimony  of  the  claimant,  Lugebil,  and  one  John  Dut- 
nell,  alleged  in  the  answer  to  have  been  the  owner  of  the 
Fideliter,  which  was  refused  by  the 'Court,  for  want  of  dili- 
gence in  suing  out  the  commission  and  letters  rogatory,  to 
obtain  such  testimony,  and  because  there  was  a  stipulation 
between  the  parties  that  the  cause  should  be  tried  at  this 
term. 

On  March  5th  and  6th  the  Court  heard  the  allegations  and 
evidence  of  the  parties;  and  on  June  18th  the  cause  was 
argued  by  counsel  and  submitted. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  evidence  introduced 
by  the  libellant : 

1.  A  duly  certified  copy  of  an  American  Begister,  issued 
to  the  Fideliter,  by  William  S.  Dodge,  special  agent  and 
collector  at  the  port  of  Sitka,  October  28,  1867,  which 
among  other  things,  repites  and  declares:— 

That  in  pursuance  of  the  acts  of  December  31,  1792,  and 
May  6,  1864,  concerning  the  registering  and  tonnage  of 
shigs  and  vessels,  and  by  virtue  of  special  instructions  from 
the  secretary  of  the  treasury  in  pursuance  of  Art.  Ill  of 
the  ^Treaty  of  Purchase,  between  the  United  States  and 
Eussia;  and  "William  Kohl,  of  New  Archangel,  Sitka, 
agent  for  Joseph  Lugebil,  Bussian  resident  of  Sitka,  by 
power  of  attorney  having  taken  or  subscribed  the  proofs  re- 
quired by  said  acts,  and  having  affirmed  that  said  Joseph 
Lugebil  is  the  only  owner  of  the  ship  or  steam  vessel  called 
the  Fideliter,  of  Sitka,  whereof  Melville  C.  Erskine  is  mas- 
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ter;"  and  "that  the  nationality  of  said  vessel  being  duly 
verified  and  authenticated  by  the  passport  of  his  Imperial 
Majesty,  the  Emperor  of  all  the  Russias,  under  the  hand 
jind  official  seal  of  Prince  de  Maksatoff,  His  Majesty's  Gov- 
ernor of  the  Russian  colonies  in  America,  which  having 
been  surrendered  to  this  office,  the  said  steamer  has  been 
duly  registered  at  the  port  of  Sitka,  Alaska." 

2.  A  certified  copy  of  the  affirmation  of  "William  Kohl 
as  agent  of  Joseph  Lugebil" — being  the  affirmation  men- 
tioned in  the  certificate  of  registry  aforesaid — dated  October 
28,  1867,  and  made  before  William  S.  Dodge,  special  agent 
and  collector,"  in  which  said  KohL  recites,  that  he  is  of 
N6w  Archangel,  and  agent  for  Joseph  Lugebil  of  the  same 
place,  and  affirms,  among  other  things : 

"  That  said  Joseph  Lugebil  is  a  honafide  Russian  resident 
of  Sitka,  and  has  been  such  resident  for  ten  years;  that  his 
present  usual  place  of  abode  or  residence  is  Sitka;  that  he 
is  the  true  and  only  owner  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel"  (the 
Fideliter). 

3.  The  deposition  of  .P.  O.  Dwyer,  taken  September  23, 
1868,  before  the  clerk  of  this  Court,  in  which  said  Dwyer 
deposes : 

That  he  had  been  a  resident  of  Victoria  since  1860,  and 
that  sometime  between  that  date  and  1866,  the  Fideliter 
was  wrecked  near  Victoria,  and  sold  at  auction,  and  that  it 
was  the  common  understanding,  then  and  there,  that  Mr. 
Kohl  was  the  purchaser.  That  he  was  well  acquainted  with 
the  principal  business  men  of  Victoria,  but  had  never  seen 
or  heard  of  such  a  man  there,  as  John  Dutnell.  That  he 
went  from  Victoria  to  Sitka  on  the  Fideliter  with  Kohl,  and 
arrived  there  June  6,  1867,  and  that  during  such  voyage 
Kohl  told  witness  that  he  was  taking  the  Fideliter  to  Sitka 
to  make  an  American  vessel  of  her,  and  that  he  wanted  to 
get  there  by  the  time  the  country  was  turned  over  and  the 
American  flag  hoisted,  in  order  that  the  Fideliter  might  be- 
come an  American  vessel.  That  upon  their  arrival  at  Sitka 
and  afterwards.  Kohl  was  expecting  the  U.  S.  government  ■ 
agent  to  arrive  every  day  and  take  possession  of  the  coun- 
41 
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try,  but  no  one   came,  and  there  being  no  communication 
with  the  country  Sut  that  time,  and  Kohl  being  tired  of  wait- 
ing, left  on  the  evening  of  July  4,  for  Victoria.     That  some- 
time before  Kohl  left  for  Victoria,  he  informed  witness  that* 
he  had  in  some  way  transferred  the  Fideliter  to  Joseph 
Lugebil,  a  Russian  citizen  and  resident  of  Sitka,  but  whether 
there  was  a  iona  fide  sale  of  the  vessel,  witness  could  not 
say,   and  that  immediately  before  leaving  for  Vicioria,  as 
aforesaid,  that  Kohl  informed  witness  that  he  was  not  quite 
sure  of  Lugebil's  honesty,  and  in  order  that  Lugebil  might 
not  act  the  rogue  in  the  matter,  he  then  gave  witness  a 
paper,   telling  him,   that  if  during  his,    Kohl's   absence, 
Lugebil  should  attempt  to  sell  the  vessel,  that  he,  the  wit- 
ness,  should  step  forward  with  this  paper  to  show  that 
Lugebil  had  "  no  call  or  authority  to  sell  the  steamer." 
This  paper  the  witness  kept  in  his  trunk,  at  Sitka,  in  an  en- 
velope with  other  papers,  belonging  to  Erskine,  the  master 
of  the  Fideliter,  and  other  persons,  until  the  latter  part  of 
November,  1867,  when  it  was  abstracted  from  his  trunk  by 
Kohl  or  the  son  of  witness — a  lad  then  about  twelve  years 
of  age — under  the  direction  of  Kohl,  at  which  time  Kohl 
and  said  son  of  witness  left  Sitka  for  Victoria,  on  the  steamer 
Stephens,  the  vessel  which  had  brought  up  General  Eous- 
seau,  the  government  agent,  to  receive  the  country  from  the 
Russians.     That  said  paper  was  not  examined  by  witness, 
so  as  to  enable  him  to  know  its  contents,  and  that  the  other 
papers  which  were  in  the  same  envelope  were  not  disturbed 
when  this  was  abstracted. 
4.     W.  W.  Barlow,  a  witness  called  on  the  trial  testified: 
That  he  was  a  passenger  to  Sitka  in  the  Fideliter  in  the 
spring  of  1867,  and  that  during  the  voyage  he  heard  Kohl 
remark  that  he  intended  to  transfer  the  Fideliter  to  some 
person  in  Sitka  for  the  purpose  of  making  her  an  American 
vessel;  and  that  this  impression  as  to  the  object  of  the  voy- 
age to  Sitka  was  derived  as  well  from  the  conversations  with 
the  passengers  as  with  Kohl.     That  the  Fideliter  remained 
at  Sitka  about  four  weeks  when  she  returned  to  Victoria  and 
thence  to  Portland,  with  a  cargo  of  wool  from  Victoria  and 
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some  cargo  from  Sitka,  and  with  witness  and  Kohl  on  board. 
That  during  the  stay  at  Sitka  witness  remained  on  shore, 
and  the  Fideliter  lay  a  few  rods  out  from  the  wharf,  and 
that  witness  saw  Lugebil  on  board  the  Fideliter  two  or  three 
times,  but  cannot  state  what,  if  any,  business  he  had  there. 
That  Lugebil  came  on  board  on  the  iirst  day  of  Fideliter's 
arrival  at  Sitka,  and  that  he  was  a  Russian  citizen  and  a 
leading  man  at  Sitka,  but  whether  or  not  he  was  a  man  of 
means,  witness  could  not  say. 

5.  William  H.  Grey,  a  witness  called  on  the  trial,  testified: 
That  witness  visited  Sitka  in  steamer  Wright  in  July,  1868. 
That  while  there  the  Fideliter  was  a,\^  Kodiac  under  charge 
of  Erskine,  master,  and  that  during  same  time  witness  saw 
and  conversed  with  Lugebil  on  the  wharf  and  in  the  custom 
house.  That  in  the  course  of  these  conversations  witness 
learned  from  Lugebil  that  he  was  interpreter  for  the  Eussian 
Fur  Company,  and  was  then  engaged  in  closing  up  its  busi- 
ness, and  that  in  reply  to  a  direct  question  from  witness, 
Lugebil  told  witness  that  "  he— Lugebil— had  never  owned 
any  interest  in  vessels." 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  the  evidence  introduced 
by  the  claimant: 

1.  A  letter  of  instructions  addressed  to  Kohl,  dated— 
"Office  of  the  American  Eussian  Fur  Co.,  San  Francisco, 
May  17,  1867,"  and  signed  "John  F.  Miller,  President," 
and  attested  by  "Henry  Baker,  Secretary,"  in  which  Kohl 
is  advised:  That  he  has  been  appointed  general  agent  by  the 
American  Eussian  Fur  Company,  in  Eussian  America,^  with 
full  power  to  act  for  them  in  all  matters  which  may  arise  in 
that  country  and  to  make  locations,  appoint  sub-agents  and 
such  other  employees  as  he  might  deem  necessary.  That 
purchases  (if  it  deemed  advisable  to  make  any)  should  be 
made  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  company;  and  that 
"vou(Kohl)  are  authorized  to  draw  on  us  (the  company), 
not  exceeding  $2,000."  The  letter  concludes- "Wishing 
you  a  pleasant  and  successful  trip,  I  remain,  yours  respect- 

""2^    A  certified  copy  of  records  and  entries  in  the  Custom 
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House  at  Victoria,  Vancouver's  Island,  relating  to  tlie  British 
built  steamer — the  Fideliter — the  substance  of  which  is  as 
follows : 

a.  June  4,  1866.  Certificate  of  registry  granted  to  Fideli- 
ter by  Collector  of  Port  of  Victoria,  Vancouver's  Island, 
which  recites  that  Melville  C.  Erskine,  of  Victoria,  V.  I., 
is  the  master  of  said  vessel,  and  that  she  was  built  at  Liver- 
pool, England,  in  1859,  and  that  John  DutneU  is  her  owner. 
Record  of  certificate  endorsed — "Vessel  sold  to  foreigner 
under  certificate  of  sale,  dated  May  29,  1867,  at  Sitka." 
Also — "Certificate  delivered  up  and  canceled  July  10,  1867. 
Registry  closed." 

h.  October  13,  1866.  A  bill  of  sale  from  Godfrey  Brown 
to  John  DutneU,  of  Victoria.  Consideration  $35,000  paid 
down.     Endorsed— "Entered  of  record  Oct.  18,  1866." 

c.  October  19,  1866.  Mortgage  from  Kohl  and  DutneU 
to  Joseph  Lovett — given  to  secure  the  payment  of  $16,500, 
due  on  same  date  from  Kohl  to  Lovett,  with  interest  at  IJ 
per  centum  per  month,  by  Kohl  without  qualification  and  by 

■  DutneU  ( "  as  registered  owner  ")  "  according  to  our  and  each 
of  our  respective  interests"  of  the  64  shares,  "of  which 
we  or  one  of  us,  are,  or  is  owner  or  owners  in  the  ship  "  Fi- 
deliter; with  a  covenant  by  Kohl  and  DutneU  and  each  of 
them,   "  that  t<7e  have  power  to  mortgage"'  said  shares. 

d.  November  6,  1866.  An  assignment  of  the  last  men- 
tioned mortgage  by  Lovett  to  the  Bank  of  British  Columbia 
to  secure  the  payment  of  four  notes  of  $1,000  each,  made 
by  said  Lovett  and  Kohl  and  one  Thomas  Wright,  to  said 
bank.  Endorsement  on  assignment — "Entered  of  record 
Nov.  7,  1866"— on  mortgage  and  assignment — "Release  and 
discharge  to  Lovett  by  Bank  of  British  Columbia,  May  7, 
1867." 

e.  May  29,  1867.  Mortgage  from  DutneU  to  Kohl  to 
secure  the  payment  of  $28,000,  due  July  1,  1867,  with  in- 
terest at  IJ  per  centum  per  month.  Mortgage  recites  that 
DutneU  is  owner  of  vessel  and  DutneU  covenants  therein 
that  he  has  power  to  mortgage  vessel  and  that  it  is  free  from 
incumbrances.     Recorded  same  day. 
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/.  May  29,  1867.  Power  of  Attorney  from  JohnDutnell 
to  William  Kolil,  irrevocable,  to  sell  vessel  in  the  name  of 
Dutnell  or  Kohl,  and  to  execute  the  necessary  writings 
therefor;  with  declarations  by  JDutnell — that  vessel  not  to 
be  sold  for  less  than  $28,000;  that  vessel  might  be  sold  at 
Sitka  or  elsewhere;  and  that  power  not  to  be  exercised  after 
eighteen  months.  Eecorded  same  day.  Acknowledged  be- 
fore McCrea  "in  the  absence  of  the  Collector."  At  the  head 
of  this  paper  it  is  entitled — "Certificate  of  sale." 

3.  Originals  of  bill  of  sale  from  Brown  to  DutneU,  and 
power  of  attorney  from  Dutnell  to  Kohl,  copies  of  which, 
above  lettered  a  and/. 

4.  A  certified  copy  of  bill  of  sale  of  the  Fideliter,  dated 
June  6,  1867,- from  "William  Kohl,  of  Yictoria,  in  the  col- 
ony of  Yancover's  Island  (British  Columbia),"  as  "agent  for 
steamer  Fideliter,  belonging  to  John  Dutnell,  of  Victoria," 
to  "Joseph  Lugebil,  Eussian  citizen,  resident  in  the  Eussian 
colonies  of  America."  Consideration,  $30,000  paid  down; 
with  a  covenant  that  Kohl  had  power  "to  transfer"  vessel, 
and  that  same  is  free  from  incumbrances.  (Signed)  Wm. 
Kohl,  "agent  for  John  Dutnell."  Yfitnessed  by  M.  C. 
Erskine. 

5.  A  power  of  attorney  irrevocable,  dated  June  6,  1867, 
from  Joseph  Lugebil,  "Eussian  resident  at  the  port  of  New 
Archangel,  Sitka,"  to  William  Kohl,  "of  New  Archangel, 
Sitka,"  to  sell  the  steamer  Fideliter  in  the  name  and  behalf  of 
said  Kohl  or  Lugebil,  and  to  execute  the  necessary  writings 
therefor;— with  declarations  by  Lugebil— that  vessel  not  to 
be  sold  for  less  than  $28,000;  that  it  may  be  sold  at  Sitka 
or  elsewhere;  and  that  power  not  to  be  exercised  after 
eighteen  months.  Power  recites  that  Lugebil,  "being  the 
owner  of  the  steamer  Fideliter— os  specified  in  the  hill  of  sale 
of  June  6,  1867,"— the  paper  last  above  mentioned. 

6.  Eussian  passport  to  Fideliter,  dated  June  7,  1867, 
which  recited  that  Fideliter  "is  under  the  command  of  Capt. 
Erskine,  and  owned  by  the  Eussian  subject  and  honorable 
citizen,  J.  Lugebil."     (Signed)  P.  Maksatoff. 

7.  William  Kohl,  a  witness  called  on  the  trml,  testi- 
fied: , 
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That  Godfrey  Brown  resided  at  Victoria  in  1866,  and  was 
connected  with  the  firm  of  Janion,  Green  &  Ehodes,  and 
that  on  March  1,  1866,  witness  first  knew  of  Brown's  having 
Fideliter  in  his  possession ,  That  in  December,  1866,  wit- 
ness commenced  negotiations  with  one  Capt.  Bock  to  take 
Fideliter  to  Sitka.  Bock  bought  the  vessel  for  Lugebil,  and 
provided  she  arrived  at  Sitka  in  time  and  suited  him, 
Lugebil  was  to  pay  witness  for  her.  That  this  negotiation 
or  agreement  with  Bock  was  reduced  to  writing,  but  witness 
does  not  know  what  he  done  with  it  or  where  it  is — ^he  may 
have  destroyed  it.  At  time  of  this  agreement  Bock  was 
master  of  the  steamer  Alexander,  but  when  witness  last  saw 
him — July,  1868 — was  master  of  a  bark  at  Sitka.  Under 
this  agreement  with  Bock,  Fideliter  was  to  be  taken  to  Sitka 
in  May,  1867,  to  be  used  as  a  fur  trader  in  some  country  in 
Eussian  America,  that  had  been  leased  to  the  Hudson  Bay 
Company.  The  Eussian  American  Fur  Company  had  been 
organized  in  San  Francisco  to  take  fur  there.  The  company 
included  among  others  named,  and  not  named  by  the  wit- 
ness. Miller,  the  collector  of  the  port  of  San  Francisco,  and 
Lugebil  and  witness.  That  witness  presumed  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  Eussian  American  Fur  Company  to  use  the 
Fideliter  for  the  purposes  of  the  company,  but  he  never 
made  any  arrangement  with  Lugebil  himself.  That  the 
vessel  was  to  be  used  in  the  waters  of  Eussian  America,  and 
therefore  had  to  be  a  Eussian  vessel  and  owned  by  a  Eus- 
sian citizen.  Lugebil  being  a  Eussian  citizen,  purchased 
the  vessel — confirmed  the  contract  of  Bock  when  witness 
got  to  Sitka.  That  the  Eussian  America  Fur  Company  had 
had  an  agent  at  St.  Petersburg  for  two  years  to  get  a  lease 
of  the  grounds  or  country  that  had  been  leased  to  the.  Hud- 
sou  Bay  Company,  and  expected  to  get  such  lease  on  May 
1,  1867,  and  "I  (witness)  went  up  to  Sitka  to  carry  out  our 
part  of  the  contract."  Prince  de  Maksatoff  would  not  give 
Fideliter  clearance,  but  said  to  witness  that  he  expected  the 
lease  from  the  Eussian  government  soon,  and  in  the  mean- 
time for  witness  to  go  on  and  trade,  but  "I  thought  I  would 
wait  until  I  heard  from  our  folk  at  San  Francisco."     That 
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witness  got  to  Sitka  with  Fideliter  about  last  of  May  or  first 
of  June— two  days  before  bill  of  sale  to  Lugebil  .^Did  not  then 
hear  anything  about  ratification  of  treaty  of  purchase.  Saw 
Lugebil  the  first  day  of  arrival  at  Sitka,  he  came  on  board 
Fideliter  for  despatches  for  the  prince.  Sold  vessel  to 
Lugebil  then,  and  made  bill  of  sale  to  Lugebil  in  office  of 
Eussian  Fur  Company.  On  June  6,  1867,  witness  went 
aboard  and  gave  Lugebil  possession,  but  Erskine  continued 
in  command.  That  witness  remained  at  Alaska  until  eve- 
ning of  July  fourth,  when  he  went  to  Victoria,  and  returned 
to  Alaska  on  tlie  steamer  John  L.  Stephens,  two  or  three 
weeks  before  General  Eousseau  arrived  there,  which  was  in 
October,  1867.  That  witness  took  the  power  of  attorney 
from  Lugebil  because  he  did  not  pay  witness  his  money — 
did  not  pay  all  of  it.  That  witness  next  saw  Lugebil  at 
Sitka  on  October  3  or  4,  1867.  Lugebil  was  then  an  inhab- 
itant of  that  country,  and  had  been,  to  the  knowledge  of 
witness,  since  June  6,  1867,  and  was  financier  and  translator 
for  the  Eussian  Fur  Company.  That  witness  last  saw 
Lugebil  a  week  or  ten  days  ago  (about  February  25  or  26, 
1869),  in  San  Francisco,  at  Hubbard's  office. 

That  Fideliter  was  once  wrecked  on  the  coast  of  Victoria 
and  never  ran  afterwards  until  witness  became  her  agent. 
That  witness  advanced  money  to  Dutnell  twice  on  the  vessel 
— the  first  time  to  the  amount  of  112,000:  and  that  first 
and  last  he  advanced  the  vessel  near  $28,000.  That  when 
money  so  advanced  the  second  time,  then  witness  went  into 
possession  of  vessel,  and  that  after  he  took  mortgage  from 
DutneU,  witness  had  exclusive  control  of  vessel.  That 
witness  first  became  acquainted  with- Dutnell  in  1858;  but 
that  witness  was  never  an  intimate  or  associate  of  Dutnell's 
or  a  friend,  and  last  saw  him  on  December  22d  or  23d,  1868. 

That  witness  heard  Dwyer's  deposition  read  in  Court,  and 
that  he  did  not  to  his  recollection  say  to  Dwyer  what  he 
testifies  witness  did.  That  witness  might  have  made  Dwyer 
evasive  answers,  as  we  were  then  in  competition  with  H.  B. 
Co.,  and  wanted  to  keep  knowledge  from  them.  That  wit- 
ness did  not  leave  paper  with  Dwyer  nor  take  any  paper 
out  of  his  trunk. 
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That  in  speaking  of  the  alleged  sale  of  the  Fideliter  to 
Lugebil,  to  A.  C.  Gibbs,  then  acting  United  States  district 
attorney,  at  his  office  in  Portland,  and  just  after  the  seizure 
of  the  vessel,  witness  did  not  say,  and  he  had  no  recollec- 
tion ,of  saying — "  It  was  a  hona  fide  sale  and  the  money 
paid,  but  of  course  I  don't  say  where  the  money  came  from." 
That  on  same  occasion,  witness  did  not  say  to  A.  C.  Gibbs 
— "That  as  soon  as  E.  A.  F.  Co.  organized,  so  as  to  hold 
vessel  and  receive  title  to  her,  she  was  to  be  turned  over  to 
it." 

For  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  testimony  of  William 
Kohl,  the  libellant  called  A.  C.  Gibbs  as  a  witness,  who 
testified : 

That  at  the  time  the  seizure  of  the  Fideliter  was  made,  he 
was  acting  as  United  States  district  attorney,  and  that  soon 
after  such  seizure  he  had  a  conversation  with  Kohl  concern- 
ing this  matter  at  his  (witness')  office,  and  that  he  wrote  to 
the  collector  of  customs  at  Astoria,  at  once,  telling  him 
some  things  that  Kohl  said  in  this  conversation,  and  his 
own  conclusion  as  to  the  law  of  the  case.  (Here  witness 
was  shown  a  letter  of  six  pages,  dated  Portland,  December 
28,  1867,  addressed  to  Hon.  A.  Hinman,  collector,  etc., 
and  signed  A.  G.  Gibbs.)  i 

That  the  letter  now  shown  witness  was  written  by  himself 
to  the  collector  at  Astoria,  and  is  the  one  referred  to  by 
him.  After  reading  the  letter,  witness  testified  that  in  the 
course  of  the  conversation  referred  to.  Kohl  said  to  witness, 
in  speaking  of  the  alleged  transfer  of  the  Fideliter  to  Luge- 
bil— "  It  was  fcojia  ^rfe  and  the  money  paid,  but  of  course 
I  don't  say  where  the  money  came  from."  These  are  the 
very  words  of  Kohl,  as  spoken  by  him  in  that  conversation, 
and  put  in  writing  in  the  letter  aforesaid,  in  quotation 
marks,  and  that  witness  is  now  satisfied  that  Kohl  used 
these  words  on  that  occasion.  That  on  same'  occasion 
Kohl  said  in  substance  to  witness — "That  assoonasEus- 
sian  American  Fur  Company  organized,  so  as  to  hold  said 
vessel  and  receive  title  to  her,  she  was  to  be  turned  over  to 
it,"  and  that  witness  remembered  this  declaration  of  Kohl's, 
Avithout  the  aid  of  the  letter  to  the  collector  at  Astoria. 


SEPTEMBER,  1869.  633 


The  Fideliter. 


From  the  foregoing  evidence,  I  find  the  following  conclu- 
sions of  fact : 

I.  That  the  Fideliter  was  a  British  vessel,  built  at  Liver- 
pool, in  England,  in  1859,  and  that  prior  to  June  4,  1866, 
she  was  wrecked  near  Victoria,  and  while  in  that  condition, 
was  sold  by  Godfrey  Broivn,  at  auction  or  otherwise,  on 
account  of  owners,  underwriters  or  other  persons  whom  it 
concerned,  and  that  Kohl  became  and  was  the  purchaser  at 
such  sale. 

n.  That  Kohl  being  an  American  citizen  could  not  obtain 
the  registry  of  the  Fideliter,  in  his  own  name,  in  the  custom 
house  at  Victoria,  and  therefore,  on  June  4,  1866,  he  fraud- 
ulently procured  said  vessel  to  be  registered  at  said  custom 
house,  in  the  name  of  John  Dutnell,  a  British  subject,,  as 
owner  thereof;  and  that  in  pursuance  of  this  registry,  and 
for  the  reason  aforesaid,  said  Kohl,  on  October  13,  1866, 
procured  the  bill  of  sale"  of  said  vessel  to  be  made  by  said 
Brown  to  said  Dutnell,  which  bill  of  sale  was  false  and 
fraudulent,  and  without  any  consideration  whatever,  moving 
from  said  Dutnell. 

III.  That  the  mortgage  and  power  of  attorney  from  Dut- 
nell to  Kohl,  above  mentioned  and  described,  and  dated 
May  29,  1867,  were  both  made  withorjj;  any  consideration 
whatever,  and  with  a  view  of  enabling^  said  Kohl  to  make 
an  apparent  biU  of  sale  of  said  vessel  to  said  Lugebil  or 
other  Eussian  subject,  at  Sitka,  for  the  purpose  of  having 
her  thereby  become  an  American  vessel,  under  and  by 
operation  of  article  3  of  the  treaty  of  purchase  afore- 
said, then  already  .ratified  by  United  States  Senate,  and 
awaiting  exchange  of  such  ratification  with  the  govern- 
ment of  Eussia,  and  contrary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  said  treaty,  and  in  fraud  thereof. 

IV.  That  the  bill  of  sale  from  Kohl,  agent  of  Dutnell,  to 
Lugebn,  and  the  power  of  attorney  from  the  latter  to  Kohl, 
above  mentioned  and  described,  and  dated  June  6,  1867, 
were  both  made  without  any  consideration  whatever,  and 
were  fraudulently  made  and  accepted  by  said  Kohl  and 
Lugebil  respectively,  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  said  Kohl 
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in  making  an  American  vessel  of  said  Eideliter,  in  fraud  of 
said  treaty  as  aforesaid;  and  that  it  is  not  true  that  said 
Lugebil  was,  on  October  28,  1867,  or  other  day,  the  bona 
fide  owner  of  said  vessel,  or  of  any  interest  therein,  or  that 
said  Kohl,  as  agent  or  otherwise-,  ever  in  good  faith  sold 
said  vessel  or  any  interest  therein  to  said  Lugebil,  and  that 
the  pretended  sale  of  said  vessel  to  said  Lugebil,  at  Sitka 
as  aforesaid,  was  in  truth  and  in  fact  a  mere  sham  and 
fraudulent  device  for  the  fraudulent  purpose  aforesaid. 

V.  That  the  matter  of  fact  stated  in  the  affirmation  of 
said  Kohl,  made  before  the  said  William  S.  Dodge  on  Oc- 
tober 28,  1867,  as  aforesaid,  to  wit:  that  said  Lugebil  "is 
the  true  and  only  owner"  of  the  Pideliter,  was  then  and 
there  untrue  within  the  knowledge  of  said  Kohl;  and  that 
said  matter  of  fact  was  falsely  affirmed  by  said  Kohl  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  the  American  registry  aforesaid  of 
said  vessel,  he,  the  said  Kohl,  then  and  there  well  knowing 
that  said  vessel  was  in  facta  foreign  vessel,  and  not  entitled 
to  obtain  or  use  said  certificate  of  registry. 

VI.  That  the  American  certificate  of  registry,  issued  to 
the  Fideliter,  at  Sitka,  as  aforesaid,  was  obtained  by  said 
Kohl  by  fraud  as  aforesaid,  he,  the  said  Kohl,  then  and 
there  well  knowing^that  said  vessel  was  not  entitled  to  the 
benefit  thereof;  and  that  said  certificate  was  thenceforth  and 
until  the  seizure  of  the  Fideliter  as  aforesaid,  fraudulently 
used  for  said  vessel,  they,  the  said  Kohl  and  Lugebil  and 
each  of  them,  then  and  there  weU  knowing  that  said  vessel 
was  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  thereof. 

Upon  these  coLclusions  of  fact  there  must  be  a  decree 
condemning  the  Fideliter  as  forfeited  to  the  United  States, 
for  the  violation  of  section  4  of  the  act  of  December  31, 
1792. (1  Stat.  289),  concerning  the  registering  of  vessels; 
and  section  24  of  the  act  of  July  18,  1866  (14  Stat.  184),  to 
prevent  smuggling,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  first  mentioned  of  these  sections  prescribes  the  oath 
or  affirmation  "to  be  taken  and  subscribed  by  the  oiviier  or 
one  of  the  owners"  of  a  vessel,  in  order  to  obtain  the  registry 
thereof,  in  which  such  owner  is  required  to  declare  "his  or 
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her  name  and  place  of  abode,  and  if  he  or  she  be  the  sole 
owner  of  such  ship  or  vessel,  that  such  is  the  case;  or  if 
there  be  another  owner  or  other  owners,  that  there  is  or  are 
such  other  owner  or  owners,  specifying  his,  her  or  their 
name-or  names  and  place  or  places  of  abode,  and  that  he, 
she  or  they,  as  the  case  may  be,  so  swearing  or  affirming,  is 
or  are  citizens  of  the  United  States." 

This  section  also  provides:  "And  in  case  any  of  the  mat- 
ters of  fact  in  the  said  oath  or  affirmation  alleged,  which 
shall  be  within  the  knowledge  of  the  party,  so  swearing  or 
affirming,  shall  not  he  true,  there  shall  be  a  forfeiture  of  the 
ship  or  vessel,  together  with  her  tackle,  furniture  and  ap- 
parel, in  respect  to  which  the  same  shall  have  been  made." 

Section  24  of  the  act  of  1866,  above  mentioned,  provides : 
"That  if  any  certificate  of  registry,  enrollment  or  license,  or 
other  record  or  document  granted  in  lieu  thereof,  to  any 
vessel,  shall  be  knowingly  and  fraudulently  obtained  or  used 
for  any  vessel  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  thereof,  such  ves- 
sel, with  her  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture,  shall  be  liable  to 
forfeiture." 

Having  thus  fidly  stated  the  pleadings  and  evidence  in 
the  case,  I  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  make  an  extended 
argument  in  support  of  the  conclusions  of  facts  already  de- 
duced therefrom. 

AU  the  circimistances  of  the  case  point  to  one  conclusion — 
that  is,  that  from  the  sale  of  the  Fideliter  by  Brown,  Kohl 
has  been  and  still  is  the  sole  owner  of  this  vessel.  During  all 
this  period  wherever  she  may  be,  or  whoever  else  pretends 
to  own  her,  she  is  nevertheless  in  the  actual  custody  and 
under  the  absolute  control  of  this  ever  present  and  "  irre- 
vocable" agent— William  Kohl  and  his  captain— Melville  C. 
Erskine.  The  alleged  sales  from  Brown  to  Dutnell,  and 
from  the  latter  to  Lugebil,  have  no  visible  effect  upon  the 
use  or  possession  of  the  vessel  or  upon  the  relation  of  any 
of  these  parties  to  her.  Dutnell,  whoever  he  may  be,  is 
never  seen  or  heard  of,  as  exercising  any  acts  of  authority 
or  ownership  in  the  premises,  except  the  equivocal  and  sus- 
picious ones  of  signing  the  mortgage  to  Lovett  in  1866,  and 
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the  mortgage  and  power  to  Kohl  in  1867.  True,  the  British 
registry  of  June,  1866,  asserts  that  Dutnell  is  owner,  but 
the  record  is  suspiciously  silent  as  to  who  procured  this 
registry,  or  upon  whose  representations  it  was  granted.  I 
have  no  doubt  that.  Kohl  procured  the  registry  in  the  name 
of  Dutnell,  because  being  an  American  citizen,  he  could  not 
obtain  the  registry  in  his  own  name. 

The  mortgage  to  Lovett  was  undoubtedly  given  to  secure 
the  payment  of  an  actual  debt  then  due  from  Kohl  to  Lo- 
A^ett.  In  this  mortgage,  Kohl  asserts  that  he  or  Dutnell, 
or  both  of  them,  are  owners  of  the  vessel — the  latter  being 
the  registered  owner — -that  is,  named  as  the  owner  in  the 
registry,  but  not  so  in  fact. 

Now,  if  the  vessel  really  belonged  to  Dutnell,  no  reason 
is  shown  or  suggested  for  his  mortgaging  it  to  secure  the 
payment  of  a  debt  of  $16,500,  due  from  Kohl  to  Lovett;  nor 
can  any  reason,  consistent-with  Dutnell's  alleged  ownership, 
be  even  surmised  for  KohVs  joining  DuMdl  in  a  mortgage  of 
the  latter's  vessel  for  any  purpose.  As  Kohl  testifies,  he  and 
Dutnell  were  neither  friends  or  associates,  and  at  ihis  time 
Dutnell  does  not  appear,  from  the  custom  house  records,  to 
have  had  or  claimed  any  authority  over  or  interest  in  the 
vessel  whatever. 

The  most  plausible  explanation  of  this  matter  is,  that 
Kohl  was  all  the  while  the  real  owner  of  the  vessel,  and  that 
Dutnell's  pretended  ownership  was  a  mere  sham  and  blind 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  British  register,  at  Victoria, 
and  that  as  Dwyer  testifies  Kohl's  ownership  of  the  vessel 
was  understood  in  that  community.  Accordingly  Lovett 
took  his  mortgage  from  the  real  owner — Kohl,  and  the  pre- 
tended owner,  named  in  the  registry — Dutnell.  Again,  it  is 
unreasonable  to  suppose  that  Dutnell  could  have  been  the 
real  owner  of  a  piece  of  "property  of  as  much  comparative 
importance  and  value,  in  Victoria,  as  the  steamship  Fideli- 
ter,  and  not  be  known  or  heard  of  there,  by  persons  of  or- 
dinary opportunities  for  observation  and  acquaintance. 
Upon  this  point  there  is  the  direct  testimony  of  Dwyer,  that 
he  had  lived  in  Victoria  since  1860,  and  was  well  acquainted 
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with  the  business  men  of  the  place,  but  had  never  seen  or 
heard  of  such  a  man  there  as  John  Dutnell.  Then  there  is 
the  fact,  substantially  admitted  by  Kohl  in  his  testimony, 
that  Dutnell  never  exercised  any  actual  control  over  the  ves- 
sel, but  that  from  and  after  the  sale  by  Brown,  he.  Kohl, 
was  her  agent  and  controlled  her  movements  and  employ- 
ment. 

Consider  also,  that  if  it  were  a  fact  that  Brown  sold  this 
vessel  to  Dutnell,  at  Victoria,  and  that  the  transactions  con- 
cerning her,  which  took  place  between  the  latter  and  Kohl, 
were  had  in  good  faith  and  upon  sufficient  considerations, 
why  has  not  the  claimant  produced  the  testimony  of  Brown 
and  Dutnell  upon  these  points.  Its  non-production  by  the 
claimant  leads  to  the  conclusion — in  the  absence  of  any  ex- 
cuse therefor — that  if  produced,  it  would  but  confirm  the 
suspicions  which  the  uncommon  circumstances  of  the  case 
necessarily  excite.  But  it  also  appears  from  the  papfers  in 
the  case,  that  the  government  has  procured  letters  roga- 
tory to  be  issued,  addressed  to  the  proper  Court  at  Victoria, 
to  obtain  the  testimony  of  DutneU,  and  that  when  Dutnell 
was  found  and  brought  before  the  officer  appointed  to  take 
his  deposition,  that  an  attorney  representing  Kohl  appeared 
and  obtained  a  postponement  of  the  proceeding  imtil  the 
next  day,  at  which  time  Dutnell  promised  to  appear  and 
give  his  testimony,  but  that  upon  the  next  day  Dutnell  was 
missing  and  kept  himself  concealed  out  of  the  reach  of 
process,  so  that  his  testimony  was  not  obtained.  These 
facts  appear  in  the  papers  upon  which  the  libellant  moved 
for  a  continuance  at  the  last  March  term,  namely,  the  affida- 
vit of  the  collector,  the  letters  of  the  American  consul  and 
the  barrister  at  Victoria,  employed  by  libellant  in  the  mat- 
ter of  obtaining  Dutnell's  testimony.  They  leave  no  room 
for  doubt,  and  I  am  confident  of  the  fact  that  Kohl  pro- 
cured or  hired  DutneU  to  keep  concealed,  out  of  the  reach 
of  process,  so  as  to  prevent  his  testimony  being  taken  and 
read  on  the  trial  of  this  suit;  and  from  these  circumstances, 
the  conclusion  is  irresistible  that  Kohl  prevented  the  testi- 
mony of  Dutnell  from  being  taken,  because  he  knew  that  it 
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would  not  tend  to  pVove  the  reality  or  good  faith  of  the 
alleged  ownership  of  the  Fideliter  by  Dutnell,  of  his  mort- 
gage of  the  same  to  Kohl,  but  the  contrary. 

Kohl's  testimony ,in  this  case,  is  marked  by  studied  at- 
tempts at  evasion,  and  by  notable  omissions  and  indefinite- 
ness  in  regard  to  circumstances,  concerning  which  he  ought 
to  be  able,  and  it  is  his  duty,  to  speak  with  certainty  and 
particularity.  For  instance,  supposing  that  it  was  true,  that 
he  had  loaned  money  to  Dutnell  at  various  times,  for  which 
he  afterwards  took  a  mortgage  on  the  Fideliter,  how  easy 
and  natural  it  would  have  been  for  him  to  have  given  an  in- 
telligent and  detailed  account  of  the  matter — ^to  have  given 
the  circumstances  of  time,  place  and  particular  amounts. 
If  a  person  of  Kohl's  apparent  sagacity  and  intelligence  had 
have  loaned  a  mere  stranger — as  he  says  Dutnell  was — 
$28,000  in  small  sums  and  at  various  times  in  1866-7,  he 
would  most  probably  be  able  now  to  refer  to  some  contem- 
porary writing  or  witness  to  refresh  his  memory  of  the  mat- 
ter or  confirm"  the  fact.  But  after  being  examined  and 
cross-examined,  he  is  only  able  or  willing  to  say  in  a  v4gue, 
indefinite  way,  that  he  once  loaned  Dutnell  $12,000,  and  first 
and  last,  that  he  loaned  him  about  $28,000,  for  which  he 
afterwards  took  a  mortgage  on  the  Fideliter,  but  not  until 
May  29,  1867,  when  he  was  on  the  eve  of  taking  the  vessel 
to  Alaska  to  convert  her,  through  the  device  of  a  sham  Rus- 
sian ownership,  into  an  American  bottom. 

But  suppose  that  Dutnell  was  the  real  owner  of  the  vessel 
prior  to  June,  1867,  this  does  not  affect  the  conclusion  that 
the  alleged  sale  to  Lugebil  was  a  mere  sham  and  pretence. 
This  jugglery  about  the  title  and  ownership  of  the  vessel 
while  she  was  registered  in  Dutnell's  name,  is  shown  by  the 
testimony  of  the  claimant,  and  commented  upon  now,  not 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  a  forfeiture  then  and  there  to 
the  United  States,  but  to  show  the  animus  and  crooked  con- 
duct of  the  principal  actor  and  witness  in  this  matter  on  be- 
half of  the  claimant,  from  the  beginning,  so  as  to  judge 
more  intelligently  of  the  integrity  of  his  conduct  generally, 
and  the  credibility  of  his  testimony  in  this  case  in  par- 
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ticular.  If  Kohl,  by  means  of  sham  sales  and  false  writings, 
had  successfully  imposed  upon  the  custom  house  officers  at 
Victoria,  and  thereby  obtained  a  British  register  for  the 
Fideliter,  when  she  was  not  entitled  to  it,  there  is  good 
reason  to  infer  that  he  was  ready  and  willing,  when  oppor- 
tunity offered,  to  practice  a  similar  fraud  upon  the  Amer- 
ican government,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  American 
register. 

The  treaty  of  purchase  with  Russia  and  the  delay  be- 
tween the  ratification  and  exchange  of  it,  furnished  the 
opportunity.     The  third  article  of  this  treaty  provides : 

"The  inhabitants  of  the  ceded  territory,  according  to 
their  choice,  reserving  their  natural  allegiance,  may  return 
to  Russia  within  three  years;  but  if  they  should  prefer  to 
remain  in  the  ceded  territory,  they,  with  the  exception  of 
uncivilized  native  tribes,  shall  be  admitted  to  the  enjoy- 
ment of  all  the  rights,  advantages  and  immunities  of  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States,  and  shall  be  maintained  and 
protected  in  the  free  enjoyment  of  their  liberty,  property 
and  religion."  , 

This  provision  might  be  understood  by  the  public  as  giv- 
ing the  Russian  inhabitants  of  Alaska,  an  immediate  right  to 
have  an  American  register  for  his  vessel,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  treaty  had  made  him  an  American  citizen;  and  so 
it  appears  that  the  department  of  State  construed  it,  and 
instructed  the  collector  of  customs  to  administer  it.  The 
treaty  was  concluded  on  March  30,  1867;  and  it  was  ratified 
on  May  28  and  exchanged  on  June  20,  thereafter.  As  a 
matter  of  public  notoriety  it  is  safe  to  say,  that  it  was  well 
understood  or  confidently  expected  on  the  Pacific  coast  that 
the  treaty  wduld  be  ratified  at  least  one  month  before  it  was 
The  telegraph  gave  us  instant  and  constant  information  of 
the  process  of  the  treaty  in  the  Senate,  and  its  ratification 
was  probably  known  here  within  twenty-four  hours  from  the 

time  it  took  place.  . 

Under  these  circumstances.  Kohl  being  an  American 
cit^en,  and  either  the  legal  owner  of  the  Fidehter  or  the 
moXagee  of  the  same,   for  quite  if  not  her  full  value,  and 
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she  being  a  British  vessel  sailing  under  a  British  register, 
and  the  commerce  of  the  coast  being  mainly  carried  on  from 
and  between  American  ports,  it  is  not  unreasonable  to 
suppose  that  he  would  desire  to  convert  her  into  an  American 
bottom. 

That  Kohl  did  take  the  Fideliter  to  Alaska  for  the  purpose 
of  availing  himself  of  this  opportunity  to  convert  her  into  an 
American  vessel,  and  not  for  the  simple  purpose  of  dis- 
posing of  her  in  good  faith  to  Lugebil,  or  other  Russian 
inhabitant  of  the  country,  is  shown  by  his  own  admissions 
or  statements,  as  testified  to  by  both  Dwyer  and  Barlow. 
In  addition  to  this,  the  circumstances  attending  and  sur- 
rounding the  alleged  sale  to  Lugebil,  are  sufficient  of 
themselves  to  raise  a  presumption  that  the  transaction 
was  a  mere  sham,  and  really  designed  to  facilitate  the 
accomplishment  of  some  ulterior  purpose.  For  instance: 
Kohl  arrives  with  the  Fideliter  in  a  strange  port,  without 
commerce,  and  immediately  sells  the  vessel  to  a  Eussian 
subject  and  a  stranger,  without  any  apparent  means  or 
property,  for  $30,000,  and  at  the  same  moment  takes  from 
the  purchaser,  Lugebil,  an  "  irrevocable"  power  of  attorney, 
authorizing  him  to  sell  the  vessel  at  Sitka,  or  elsewhere, 
in  behalf  of  Kohl  or  Lugebil,  for  not  less  than  128,000.  No 
visible  change  is  made  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  vessel. 
Kohl's  convenient  captain — Melville  Erskine,  still  retains 
command.  After  lying  idle  in  port  three  or  four  weeks,  and 
the  United  States  agents  not  arriving  to  receive  the  posses- 
sion of  the  country,  including  the  Fideliter  in  her  new  role, 
of  a  Eussian  ship,  as  Kohl  had  expected.  Kohl  returns  with 
the  Fideliter  to  this  port  via  Victoria.  All  this  tin;ie,  and 
for  that  matter  ever  since,  "  the  Eussian  subject  and  honor- 
able (?)  citizen;  J.  Lugebil,"  as  Prince  de  Maksatoff  gra- 
ciously styles  him  in  his  passport  to  the  Fideliter,  is 
apparently  as  unconcerned  about  the  vessel  as  if  he  had 
never  seen  or  heard  of  her.  When  she  is  seized  on  account 
of  the  sequel  of  this  transaction,  he  does  not  even  appear 
in  this  Court  to  claim  her  as  his  property.  True,  this 
"irrevocable"  agent  makes   such   claim  for  him.   -But  if 
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Lugebil  really  owned  this  vessel,  it  is  but  reasonable  to 
assume  that  self  interest,  at  least,  would  have  induced  him 
to  come  before  this  Court  and  testified  as  to  the  facts  and 
cii-cumstances  which  would  establish  such  ownership;  but, 
instead  of  doing  this,  he  manages  to  keep  out  of  sight  and 
knowledge  of  the  district  attorney  and  collector,  so  that  the 
government,  although  it  has  sent  its  commissions  to  Alaska 
and  San  Francisco,  has  been  unable  to  find  him  or  obtain 
his.  testimony. 

One  phase  of  Kohl's  story  is,  that  he  negotiated  this  sale 
to  Lugebil  at  Victoria,  in  December,  1866,  with  Captain 
Bock,  of  the  steamer  Alexander,  and  that  the  agreement 
between  them  was  then  reduced  to  writing,  but  what  he 
did  with  this  writing,  or  where  it  is,  he  cannot  now  say — 
indeed,  he  is  not  certain  but  that  he  destroyed  it.  Now, 
this  negotiation  is  a  material  circumstance  for  the 
claimant,  as  tending  to  show  that  the  alleged  sale  to 
Lugebil,  in  June,  1867,  was  not  a  fraudulent  device, 
whereby  to  make  the  Fideliter  an  American  bottom, 
because  it  took  place  before  the  treaty  was  negotiated, 
and  so  far  as  known,  before  it  was  contemplated.  If  this 
story  be  true,  why  is  not  the  testimony  of  Captain  Bock 
produced  to  confirm  it?  Kohl  testifies  that  he  saw  him 
at  Sitka  in  1868,  since  this  suit  was  commenced.  Be- 
sides, he  might  be  able  to  give  valuable  information  con- 
cerning the  whereabouts  and  character  of  the  writing  said 
to  have  been  entered  into  between  himself  and  Kohl,  in 
December,  1866,  and  about  which  Kohl's'  memory  is  now 
so  singularly  and  conveniently  at  fault. 

The  legal  and  reasonable  inference  from  this  suppression 
of  eAadence  or  withholding  Lugebil's  testimony  is,  that 
while  Lugebil  consented  to  be  known  on  paper  as  the  pur- 
chaser and  owner  of  the  Fideliter,  so  as  to  assist  Kohl  in 
fraudulently  obtaining  an  American  register  for  a  British 
vessel,  yet,  that  he  was  not  willing  to  go  so  far  as  to  commit 
the  crime  of  perjury  in  support  of  such  scheme. 

Again,  if  Lugebil  was  the  "true  and  only  owner"  of  the 
Fideliter,  he  and  not  Kohl  should  have  taken  and  subscribed 
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the  owner's  oath,  upon  which  the  American  certificate  of 
registry  was  issued  to  her  at  Alaska,  on  October  28,  1867. 
For  obvious  reasons,  the  act  of  1792  requires  this  oath  to  be 
taken  by  the  owner.  No  excuse,  howeyer  insufficient  in 
law,  is  shown  or  pretended  for  his  not  taking  it.  He  was 
in  the  port  when  and  where  the  certificate  was  granted,  and 
probably  in  the  very  building  where  the  transaction  took 
place.  But  Kohl  took  and  subscribed  this  oath,  affirming 
therein  that  Lugebil  was  the  "  true  and  only,  owner" — ^d 
the  only  reason  why  Lugebil  did  not  take  it,  was,  that  he 
was  not  willing  to  serve  Kohl  so  far  as  to  commit  perjury 
for  him. 

And  here  I  may  remark,  that  the  collector  before  whom 
this  proceeding  took  place  has  attempted,  since  this  suit 
was  commenced,  to  excuse  and  palliate  his  very  singular 
and  suspicious  conduct  in  granting  this  certificate  of  regis- 
try to  the  Fideliter,  upon  the  oath  of  a  person  who  therein 
affirmed  that  at  the  time  another  was  "  the  true  and  only 
owner"  of  the  vessel,  when  the  statute  under  which  he  was 
acting,  required  that  said  oath  should  be  taken  by  the 
owner.  This  excuse  is  found  in  a  volunteer,  extra-official, 
ea;^osi/acfo  statement  endorsed  by  the  collector  upon  the 
power  of  attorney  from  Lugebil  to  Kohl,  and  dated  "  Cus- 
tom House,  Sitka,  July  23,  1868;"  in  which,  among  other 
things,  said  collector  states  that  he  "  allowed  William  Kohl, 
as  agent  aforesaid,  to  make  the  affidavit  of  ownership,  tlie 
said  Lugebil  being  at  thai  time  confined  to  his  hovse,  and 
issued  to  him  the  register  (No.  1)." 

This  statement,  not  being  an  official  certificate  or  under 
oath,  was  not  admitted  to  be  read  in  evidence  in  the  case, 
and  if  it  had  been  would  in  no  way  or  degree  tend  to  prove 
that  Kohl's  oath  as  to  the  ownership  of  the  vessel  was  true. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  very  insufficiency  of  the  reason 
given  by  the  collector  for  Lugebil's  not  taking  the  owner's 
oath,  raises  the  presumption,  that  the  real  reason  if  dis- 
closed, would  militate  against  the  party  withholding  it. 
Admit,  for  the  sake  of  the  argumept,  that  Lugebill  was  con- 
fined to  his  house  on  October  28— admit  this  statement  to 
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be  true  in  every  sense,  and  to  the  greatest  extent  that  can 
be  attributed  to  it,  and  still  nothing  is  shown  by  it  or  can 
be  inferred  from  it,  but  that  Lugebil,  notwithstanding  such 
confinement,  could  take  and  subscribe  an  oath  that  he  was 
the  true  and  only  owner  of  the  Fideliter— t/swcA  was  the  fact. 

Many  other  circumstances  point  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  alleged  sale  to  Lugebil  was  a  mere  make  believe  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  an  American  register  for  the, Fideliter. 
"\^en  a  lawful  and  actual  transaction  takes  place  between 
intelligent  parties,  they  are  generally  able  to  tell  the  same 
story  twice  about  a  simple  and  important  fact  of  the  matter. 
But  the  evidence  of  the  claimant  as  to  the  consideration 
alleged  to  have  been  paid  by  Lugebil  is  full  of  discrepances 
and  contradictions.  In  the  biH  of  sale  signed  by  Kohl  it  is 
declared  that  the  sum— $30,000,  was  paid  down  by  Lugebil. 
After  the  seizure  Kohl  told  the  then  acting  district  attorney, 
Ex-Governor  Gibbs,  that  the  money  was  all  paid  down,  but 
of  course  he  did  not  say  where  it  came  from — ^which '  ex- 
pression, under  the  circumstances,  was  evidently  intended 
by  Kohl  to  be  understood  as  a  suggestion  that  Lugebil,  in 
making  the  purchase,  was  acting  for  other  parties,  who  fur- 
nished him  the  money.  Upon  his  examination  in  Court  as 
a  witness,  on  the  trial  of  the  cause,  being  pressed  to  explain 
why,  if  he  had  sold  the  vessel  to  Lugebil  and  got  the  money 
for  her,  he  retained  the  possession  and  took  back  from  the 
piurchaser  an  "irrevocable"  power  of  attorney  to  manage 
and  sell  the  vessel  as  though  it  was  his  own.  Kohl  answered 
that  Lugebil  did  not  pay  him  for  the  vessel — and  then  upon 
second  thought,  qualified  that  statement  by  adding  that 
Lugebil  did  not  pay  him  all  the  money  for  the  vessel. 

Upon  its  face,  Lugebil's  power  of  attorney,  authorizing 
Kohl  to  manage  and  sell  the  vessel,  not  being  given  in  con- 
nection with  a  mortgage  or  other  security  for  debt,  can  only 
be  accounted  for  on  the  theory  that  the  vessel  was  still  in 
fact  the  property  of  Kohl  and  was  to  remain  in  his  posses- 
sion unaffected  by  the  pretended  sale  to  Lugebil.  In  all 
proba,bility,  this  power  was  the  paper  that  Kohl  put  into  the 
bands  of  Dwyer  when  he  left  Sitka  with  the  vessel  on  the 
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evening  of  July  4,  telling  Dwyer  at  the  same  time  that  he 
was  not  certain  of  Lugebil's  honesty,  and  this  paper  would 
show  that  "he  had  no  call  or  authority  to  sell  the  steamer." 
Very  naturally,  having  found  Lugebil  willing  to  aid  him  in 
his  design  to  impose  upon  the  United  States  government,  in 
obtaining  an  American  register  for  a  British  vessel  under 
the  pretense  of  its  being  a  Eussian- American  one,  Kohl  was 
not  quite  certain  that  Lugebil  would  do  to  trust  out  of  sight; 
so  he  took  this  power  of  attorney  from  him,  which  in  effect 
amounted  to  a  re-sale  to  himself,  and  left  it  with  Dwyer,  To 
be  exhibited  in  case  his  Eussian  confederate  should  attempt 
"to  act  the  rogue  in  the  matter"  during  his  absence. 

On  the  whole,  it  seems  that  there  cannot  be  a  reasonable 
doubt,  but  that  Kohl's  affirmation  was  knowingly  false,  when! 
it  asserted  that  Lugebil  was  the  true  and  only  owner  of  the 
Fideliter;  and  that  the  register  granted  upon  such  affirma- 
tion was  knowingly  and  fraudulently  obtained  and  used  for 
said  vessel.  (Ihe  Neptune,  3  Whea.  609.)  This  beingso,  the 
vessel  is  forfeited  under  both  sections  of  the  statute  already 
quoted.  But  even  a  prima  facie  case  is  sufficient  to  cast 
the  burthen  of  proof  upon  the  claimant,  and  if  he  do  not 
overcome  or  explain  it,  there  must  be  a  decree  of  condemna- 
tion. (The  Luminary,  8  Whea.  411.) 

On  the  trial,  counsel  for  claimant  maintained  this  proposi- 
tion,—admitting  that  sham  sales  or  fraudulent  acts  had  taken 
place  or  been  committed  in  respect  to  this  vessel,  as  they 
took  place  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  if 
at  all,  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  British  and  Eus- 
sian governments  respectively,  they  can  not  be  inquired 
into  here;  or  in  other  words  that  this  government  did  not 
assume  to  punish  frauds  upon  the  navigation  or  shipping 
laws  of  other  countries. 

The  proposition  considered  with  reference  to  the  question 
before  the  Court  is  fallacious,  and  the  answer  to  it  is  simple 
and  satisfactory. 

The  forfeiture  of  the  Fideliter  is  not  claimed  in  this  suif 
because  of  the  frauds  committed  in  respect  to  her  upon  the 
British  and  Eussian  navigation  laws,  but  because  of  the 
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fiirther  and  additional  fraud,  namely— the  false  affirmation 
of  Kohl,  by  means  of  which  an  American  registry  was  ob- 
tained for  the  Fideliter  in  fraud  and  violation  of  the  treaty 
and  laws  of  the  United  States.  I  admit  that  this  answer 
assumes,  that  the  sale  by  Kohl  to  Lugebil,  being  in  fact  a 
sham  or  fictitious  sale,  without  possession,  although  made 
within  Eussian  jurisdiction,  conveyed  no  interest  in  the  ves- 
sel to  Lugebil.  Certainly  such  a  transaction  cannot  transfer 
title  to  property  in  any  civilized  country.  It  is  no  sale — a 
mere  nullity.  This  Court,  then,  instead  of  being  engaged 
in  an  attempt  to  punish  frauds  upon  the  laws  of  other  coun- 
tries, is  simply  endeavoring  to  ascertain  whether  the  affirm- 
ation of  Kohl,  an  American  citizen,  made  on  American  soil 
and  under  American  laws,  was  false  or  not,  in  the  particular 
alleged.  In  so  doing,  it  becomes  necessary  to  inquire 
whether  one  Lugebil,  a  Eussian  subject,  was  on  that  day 
the  true  and  only  owner  of  the  Fideliter,  as  stated  in  such 
affiirmation.  This  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  the  scope  of  the 
inquiry  is  not  limited  by  either  the  political  or  geograph- 
ical divisions  of  the  globe,  but  extends  to  all  pertinent  and 
material  acts  and  circumstances,  without  reference  to  the 
place  or  jurisdiction  in  which  they  transpired  or  arose.  If 
the  law  of  the  place  gave  a  certain  legal  effect  to  these  facts, 
the  same  effect  would  be  given  to  them  here,  so  far  at  least 
as  the  comity  of  nations  requires  one  country  to  enforce  and 
recognize  the  municipal  laws  of  another.  But  who  will  pre- 
tend that  the  law  of  Eussian  America  or  British  Columbia 
gave  any  legal  effect  or  consequence  whatever,  to  a  sham 
sale  of  a  vessel  without  consideration  or  possession.  Such 
a  transaction  is  a  mere  nullity,  always  and  everywhere. 
But  if  the  laws  of  these  countries  did  give  any  effect  to  such 
a  sale,  they  would  not  in  this  respect  be  enforced  or  recog- 
nized in  this  Court,  when  it  appears,  as  in  this  case,  that  it 
was  made  for  the  express  and  only  purpose  of  enabling  one 
of  the  parties  thereto',  to  perpetrate  a  fraud  upon  the  nav- 
igation laws  of  the  United  States. 

These  conclusions  are  fully  sustained  by  the  case  of  Her- 
rara  et  al.  v.  The  Barh  Acme,  lately  decided  by  Mr.  Justice 
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Benedict.  The  case  is  reported  in  the  Internal  Eev.  Eec, 
vol.  VII,  No.  19.  The  facts  are  stated  by  the  Court  as  fol- 
lows: 

"The  bark  Acme  appears  to  have  been  built  in  Baltimore 
in   1855.     At  some  time   thereafter  she  was  transferred, 
whether  nominally  or  not  does  not  appear — to  one  John 
Patterson,  described  as  'of  Inverness,  Scotland,  but  now 
residing  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  State  of  New  York.'    In 
January,  1866,   she  by  purchase  became  the  property  of 
persons  residing  and  doing  business  in  New  York,  v.-ho  were 
not  British  subjects,  and  who,  in  the  absence  of  other  proof 
must  be  presumed  to  be  American  citizens.     These  persons, 
in  order  to  avoid  the  navigation  laws,  and  to  retain  for  the 
vessel  the  British  flag,  to  which  as  the  property  of  American 
citizens,  ,she  was  no  longer  legally  entitled,  caused  the  title  of 
the  vessel  to  he  placed  in  the  name  of  one  Henry  James  Creighton, 
described  as  '  of  Halifax,  Nova  Scotia,  but  now  residing  in 
the  city  of  New  York,'  and  who  Imd,  in  fact,  no  interest  in  the 
vessel  nor  any  possession  thereof;  and  thereafter,  although  in 
reality  owned  and  possessed  by  American  citizens,  controlled 
by  them  alone,  and  used  for  their  sole  benefit,  the  vessel, 
up  to  her  seizure  by  the  marshal,  sailed  under  false  colors, 
with  a  fraudulent  nationality.    While  so  sailing,  the  present 
respondent    (Millington)    agreed  with  the  real  American 
owners  of  the  vessel,  to  loan  them  the  sum  of  $12,000,  upon 
the  security  of  their  personal  obligation,  and  a  mortgage  on 
the  vessel,  to  be  executed  by  the  fictitious  owner,  and  ac- 
cordingly, in  accordance  Mdth  the  forms  of  the  British  laws, 
Creighton,  then  without  interest  or  possession  in  the  vessel,  exe- 
cuted a  mortgage  upon  her  to  secure  the  amount  so  loaned 
by  Millington,  which  mortgage  was  received  by  Millington 
with  the  knowledge  that  the  mortgagor  did  .not  own  the  ves- 
sel, but  simply  held  the  title  for  the  purpose  of  giving  h&r  a  false 
nationality.     Under  this  mortgage  Millington,  never  having 
taken  any  possession  of  the  vessel,  now  claims  the  proceeds 
of  her  sale,  as  against  Herrara,"  who  had  a  lien  for  advances 
made  to  her. 

The  Court  rejected  the  claims  of  Millington,  because  the 
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alleged  title  of  his  mortgagor,  Creighton,  was  a  fictitious 
one  and  a  sham.  In  the  coiirse  of  the  opinion,  Mr.  Justice 
Benedict  says : 

' '  The  transaction  here  disclosed,  as  it  regards  the  title 
and  character  of  this  vessel,  was  a  clear  fraud  upon  the 
navigation  laws  of  the  nation  whose  flag  was  thus  assumed. 
By  the  law  of  England,  the  use  of  the  British  flag  and  national 
character  upon  vessels  owned  by  other  than  British  subjects 
is  unlawful,  and  subjects  the  vessel  to  forfeiture.  Were 
this  case,  then,  before  the  English  admiralty,  the  claim  of 
the  mortgagee  would  be  rejected  as  founded  upon  a  sham 
title,  created  in  violation  of  law;  and  the  question  is  pre- 
sented whether  it  is  not  the  duty  of  this  Court  to  apply  the 
same  rule." 

The  opinion  of  the  learned  Judge  proceeds  to  show,  that 
' '  Courts  of  admiralty  are  in  some  sense  international  Courts, 
charged  with  the  duty  of  declaring  the  law  applicable  to 
ships,  and  in  force  upon  the  sea."  *  *  *  "  The  nature 
of  the  transaction  in  question,  and  the  effect  which  such 
transactions,  if  upheld,  must  have  upon  the  mode  of  use  of 
that  most  peculiar  species  of  property,  the  ships^,  seems  to 
require,  in  a  Court  of  admiralty,  in  a  case  like  this,  to  ac- 
cord effect  to  the  laws  of  England,  in  contravention  of  which 
the  title  to  this  vessel  was  held."    *    *    * 

"Furthermore,  the  United  States  have  an  interest  in  en- 
forcing this  law  as  well  as  England,  for  it  is  of  importance 
to  all  maritime  powers,  that  the  national  character  borne  by 
a  ship  should  be  her  true  character."  *  *  *  *  '"I  am 
of  the  opinion  that  it  is  the  diity  of  this  Court  upon  prin- 
ciples of  comity  in  this  case,  to  apply  the  rule  which  would 
be  applied  in  the  English  admiralty,  and  refuse  to  recognize 
a  claim  to  the  fund,  based  upon  a  sham  title,  created  m 
fraud  of  the  navigation  laws  of  England,  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  to  this  ship  a  false  nationality." 
•  It  was  also  insisted  by  counsel  for  claimant  that  the  Eussian 
passport  granted  to  the  Fideliter,  by  Maksatoff,  was  con- 
clusive evidence  in  favor  of  Lugebil's  ownership.^  This 
paper  was  admitted  in  evidence,  not^to  show  the  ownership 
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of  the  vessel,  but  her  nationality.  In  the  consideration  of 
the  case,  I  have  not  regarded  it  as  material  to  the  inquiry 
before  the  Court,  except,  perhaps,  to  show  that  the  official 
who  granted  it,  was  not  very  scrupulous  as  to  what  vessels 
he  gave  a  Russian  character,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
them  to  acquire  the  American  nationality  under  the  treaty 
of  purchase,  which  was  about  to  terminate  his  rule  and  in- 
terest in  the  country.  Under  the  same  circumstances, 
Maksatoff  would  probably  have  given  to  Lugebil  or  Kohl  a 
Russian  passport  for  the  British  navy.  The  claim  of  owner- 
ship contained  in  this  passport,  is  simply  arecital  by  Maksatoff 
of  what  Lugebil  or  Kohl  told  him  when  the  paper  was 
applied  for.  No  higher  character  can  be  claimed  for  this 
paper  than  that  of  a  register.  Now  a  register  in  favor  of 
the  party  claiming  to  be  owner,  is  no  evidence  of  ownership 
at  all,  being  nothing  more  than  his  own  declaration.  (1 
Green.  Ev.  §494.) 

A  decree  will  be  entered  condemning  the  vessel  as  for- 
feited to  the  United  States  for  the  reasons  and  causes  in  the 
libel  propounded  and  alleged,  and  because  the  vessel  has 
been  delivered  to  the  claimant  upon  the  bond  of  himself  and 
sureties,  a  further  decree  will  be  entered,  that  the  libellant 
recover  off  the  parties  in  said  bond  the  sum  of  130,000,  that 
being  the  stipulated  value  of  said  vessel,  and  that  if  such 
sum  is  not  paid  to  the  clerk  of  this  Court,  within  ten  days 
from  the  date  thereof,  that  the  libellant  have  execution 
therefor. 

Joseph  N.  Dolph,  for  the  libellant. 

Erasmus  D.  ShaUuck,  W.  W.  Page  and  8.  W.  Brockway, 
for  claimant. 
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In  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States,  for  the  District 
OF  California. 

CIECUIT  COURT,  OCTOBER  26,  1869. 
MATTHEW  H.  SPATJLDING  v.  WILLIAM  TUCKER. 

A  mode  of  inserting  detachable  teeth  in  circular  saw  plates  upon  circular 
lines,  so  as  to  distribute  the  strain  caused  by  the  point  of  the  tooth  pressing 
upon  the  wood,  over  the  whole  surface  of  the  socket  or  recess  in  which 
such  tooth  is  inserted  and  thereby  prevent  the  plate  from  cracking,  is  a 
patentable  invention. 

A  patent  is  not  allowed  for  the  mere  exercise  of  mechanical  skill;  the  patentee 
must  add  something  to  what  was  previously  known  or  used. 

If,  &fter  a  patentee  has  conceived  the  idea  of  his  invention,  and  while  he  is 
in  process  of  developing  and  testing  it,  a  third  person  should  make  sugges- 
tions to  him  similar  to  the  conception  already  in  his  mind  and  upon  which 
he  was  then  experimenting,  such  suggestion  would  not  aflfect  the  original- 
ity of  the  discovery  or  the  validity  of  the  patent. 

Credibility  of  witnesses  a  matter  of  fact  for  the  jury. 

Letters  patent  are  prima  faci^  proof  of  the  priority  of  the  patentee's  inven- 
tion, and  that  it  is  both  novel  and  useful. 

After  a  patent  has  become  valuable  and  the  subject  of  controversy,  the  testi- 
mony of  a  witness  who  states,  that  at  a  particular  time  and  place  long  past, 
he  suggested  to  the  patentee  the  fundamental  idea  of  his  invention,  should 
be  acted  upon  by  a  jury  with  care. 

The  opinions  of  mechanical  experts  are  not  facts  which  bind  the  jui'y  upon  a 
question  of  identity  of  improvement  or  construction,  but  the  jury  must 
judge  for  themselves  and  find  the  facts  accordingly. 

Damages  for  infringement  to  be  proved,  not  guessed  at. 

This  action  was  commenced  in  August,  1868,  to  recover 
damages  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent  granted  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  discovery  or  invention  of  an  improved  mode 
of  inserting  detachable  teeth  in  circular  saw  plates. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial,  many  of  the  important  ques- 
tions made  by  the  defendant,  were  disposed  of  by  the  CcJurt 
on  objections  to  the  evidence  offered  by  him,  to  prove  that 
the  invention  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  novel  or  patentable. 
At  the  close  of  the  testimony,  which  occupied  some  days, 
counsel  agreed  to  submit  the  case  to  the;jury,  without  argu- 
ment, upon  the  charge  of  the  Court,  as  to  the  questions 
before  them. 
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Deady,  J. — Gentlemen  of  the  jury :  I  regret  that  counsel 
liave  concluded  not  to  argue  tliis  case  to  you,  as  the  Court 
would  thereby  have  more  time  and  opportunity  to  consider 
what  instructions  it  ought  to  give  you  concerning  the  ques- 
tions of  law  and  fact  which  arise  in  it. 

You  have  been  chosen  to  try  the  issue  between  the  par- 
ties. You  are  to  decide  all  questions  of  fact  submitted  to 
you,  according  to  the  evidence  given  you  in  Court.  The 
law  of  the  case  will  be  given  you  by  the  Court,  and  you  are 
bound  by  your  obligations  as  jurors,  to  be  governed  by  it, 
to  take  the  law  as  the  Court  gives  it  to  you,-  and  apply  it  to 
the  facts  of  the  case  as  you  ascertain  them  to  be,  and  find 
your  verdict  accordingly. 

But,  before  proceeding  further,  I  give  you  the  foUowiag 
special  instructions  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant respectively.  At  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  I  in- 
struct you  that — 

"This  is  an  action  brought  for  an  alleged  infringement  of 
certain  letters  patent,  granted  by  the  United  States  to  the 
plaintiff,  Matthew  H.  Spaulding,  for  an  alleged  new  and 
useful  improvement  on  saws  and  saw  teeth.  Said  alleged 
improvement  consists : 

"I.  In  forming  a  recess  or  socket  in  the  periphery  or  edge 
of  the'  saw  plates,  for  the  insertion  of  detached  or  movable 
teeth  on  circular  lines,  where  the  pressure  or  strain  is  ap- 
plied; and 

"II.  Making  in  combination  with  such  sockets  or  re- 
cesses formed  in  saws  or  saw  plates,  teeth  having  their  base 
or  bottbm  plates  formed  on  circular  lines,  to  fit  with  exact- 
ness and  precision  in  said  sockets  or  recesses. 

"  The  object  of  the  alleged  invention,  '  is  the  construction 
of  saws  in  which  detachable  or  removable  teeth  may  be  used 
without  danger  of  cracking  or  shifting  of  the  saw  plates,  on 
account  of  such  teeth  being  inserted  therein." 

"If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff 
Spaulding,  did  make  the  change  alleged  by  him  in  the  form 
of  the  sockets  or  recess  made  in  the  edges  of  saw  plates  for 
the  insertion-  of  removable  teeth,  and  further  believe  that 
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such  change  produced  a  new  and  beneficial  effect  in  render- 
ing the  saw  plate  less  liable  to  split  or  crack,  and  also  be- 
lieve that  said  Spaulding  was  the  original  and  first  discoverer 
or  inventor  of  such  change  in  the  form  of  said  sockets  or 
recesses,  then  his  patent  is  valid,  and  vests  in  him  the  ex- 
clusive right  and  liberty  of  making,  using,  and  selling  to 
others  to  use,  such  invention. 

"If,  in  the  course  of  his  conversation  at  the  shop,  Son- 
berger  suggested  the  rounding  of  the  corners,  and  yet  the 
plaintiff  had  conceived  the  idea  before,  and  was  experiment- 
ing upon  it,  in  the  progress  of  developing  and  testing  it, 
and  preceded  to  do  so,  and  obtained  a  patent  for  it,  the  sug- 
gestion of  Sonberger  under  those  circumstances,  would  not 
invalidate  his  discovery  or  his  patent. 

"The  plaintiff  in  his  pleadings  has  only  claimed  five  thou- 
sand dollars  damages,  and  the  verdict  must  not  be  for  more 
than  that  amount." 

Of  the  special  instructions  requested  by  the  defendant  I 
give  you  the  following  two : 

"A  patent  is  not  allowed  for  the  mere  exercise  of  me- 
chanical skill;  the  patentee  must,  to  entitle  himself  to  his 
patent,  have  first  invented  the  subject  matter  of  his  patent; 
must  have  added  something  to  what  was  previously  known 

or  used. 

"The  credibility  of  the  witnesses  of  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant are  altogether  matter  of  fact  for  the  jury,  and  in 
determining  the  amount  of  credit  due  them  respectively,  the 
interests,  relations,  motives  and  opportunities  of  observa- 
tion of  each  witness,  will  be  taken  into  consideration.  But 
if  the  jury  believe,  that  any  party  or  witness  has  willfully 
sworn  falsely  with  respect  to  any  material  fact,  they  are  at 
liberty  to  disregard  the  whole  of  the  testimony  of  such  party 

or  witness." 

As  you  perceive,  the  plaintiff  claims  to  be  the  inventor  of 
a  new  and  useful  mode  of  inserting  detachable  teeth  in  cir- 
cular saw  plates,  for  which  he  has  obtained  a  patent,  and 
that  the  defendant  now  and  since  July,  18(^8,  is  mfrmgmg 
upon  such  patent  by  selling  circular  saws  with  detachable 
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teeth  inserted  therein  upon  the  principle  and  according  to 
the  mode  discovered  by  him. 

The  defendant  denies  generally  that  the  plaintiff  invented 
the  alleged  mode  of  inserting  teeth  and  the  validity  of  his 
patent  therefor;  and  also  pleads  specially  that  the  discovery 
was  made  by  one  Newton  prior  to  the  date  of  the  patent  to 
the  plaintiff.  The  Court  having  excluded  the  evidence 
offered  in  support  of  this  defence  as  immaterial,  upon  the 
gi-ound  that  the  instrument  or  invention  described  in  the 
patent  to  said  Newton  was  a  species  of  rotatory  mortising 
machine,  and  bore  no  similarity  to  the  invention  claimed  by 
the  plaintiff  and  now  here  in  controversy,  you  have  nothing 
to  do  with  it. 

The  defendant  also  defends  his  conduct  on  the  ground 
that  in  1865  a  patent  was  issued  to  one  Emerson  for  an  im- 
provement in  the  mode  of  inserting  adjustable  teeth  in  cir- 
cular saws,  and  that  in  1866,  Emerson  transferred  his  right 
under  such  patent  to  the  American  Saw  Company,  and  that  a 
patent  issued  thereon  to  such  Company,  in  whose  employ- 
ment and  by  whose  authority  defendant  is  engaged  in  selling 
saws  aforesaid. 

The  first  controverted  question  in  the  case  is  the  priority 
of  invention.  The  plaintiff's  patent  is  prima  facie  proof 
that  he  first  invented  the  mode  of  inserting  detachable  teeth 
as  described  therein  on  circular  lines,  to  prevent  the  crack- 
ing of  the  saw  plate,  and  that  such  invention  is  both  novel 
and  useful.  Ii^  other  words,  in  the  absence  of  satisfactory 
proof  to  the  contrary,  the  patent  is  sufficient  proof  of  the 
facts  necessary  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  support  this  action, 
except  the  alleged  infringement  hereof  by  the  defendant. 
Therefore,  although  the  priority  of  invention  is  a  question 
for  the  jury  to  decide,  yet  you  are  bound  by  the  rule  of  law, 
which  makes  the  patent  prima  facie  proof  of  these  facts, 
and  must  find  accordingly. 

The  only  evidence  in  the  case  which  tends  to  controvert 
the  evidence  of  the  patent  is  the  testimony  of  Sonberger. 
That  testimony  was  received  without  objection  by  the  plaint- 
iff, and  is  to  be  considered  by  you.     You  remember  Sonber-r 
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ger's  testimony  as  to  the  conversation  whicli  he  states  took 
place  between  himself  and  the  plaintiff  in  the  shop  at  Sac- 
ramento about  rounding  the  base  of  the  socket  to  preyent 
the  cracking  of  the  saw  plate.     Upon  this  point  you  also 
have  the  testimony  of  Satcliff,  Hansford,  and  the  plaintiff. 
If  you  are  satisfied  from  this  evidence  that  Sonberger  showed 
or  told  the  plaintiff  how  to  insert  teeth  upon  circular  lines, 
so  as  to  prevent  the  saw  plates  from  cracking  by  force  of  the 
strain  upon  the  rear  right  angle  of  the  rectangular  socket— that 
he  fully  communicated  the  idea  to  him  at  the  time — and  that 
Spaulding  had  not  already  conceived  the  idea  and  was  not 
then  experimenting  upon  it,  then  I  do  not  think  Spaulding 
can  be  considered  the  discoverer  of  the  method,  although  he 
afterwards  put  the  idea  into  practice  and  obtained  a  patent 
for  the  invention. 

Where  a  witness  testifies  that  on  some  particular  occasion 
long  past,  he  communicated  to  the  patentee  the  funda- 
mental idea  involved  in  his  invention,  and  so  far  as  appears 
nothing  was  ever  said  or  heard  about  such  communication 
by  any  one  until  the  patent  became  suddenly  valuable,  and 
a  controversy  arose  between  the  patentee  and  others  con- 
cerning it,  his  testimony  ought  to  be  cautiously  received  by 
the  jury  and  acted  upon  with  hesitation. 

The  evidence  being  in  conflict  upon  this  point,  you  must 
decide  it  according  to  the  preponderance  thereof;  but  you 
must  remember  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  overcome  the  prima  facie  case  made  by  the  patent- 
to  satisfy  your  minds  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  discov- 
erer of  this  mode  of  inserting  teeth  in  saw  plates,  as  he 
claims  to  be,  before  he  can  claim  a  verdict  at  your  hands^ 
But  if  the  evidence  satisfies  your  minds  that  the  plamtiff  did 
not  make  this  discovery,  then  you  have  come  to  the  end  of 
your  investigation,  and  your  verdict  should  be  for  the  de- 

*^  Orthe  other  hand,  if  you  should  find  in  accordance  with 
the  patent  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  discoverer  or  inventor 
of  his  mode  of  inserting  teeth,  then  you  will  consider  further 
whether  the  plaintiff's  and  defendant's  saws  are  identical  m 
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this  particular,  or  whether  the  mode  of  inserting  the  teeth 
in  the  latter  includes  the  invention  or  improvement  of  the 
former. 

As  you  perceive,  the  Emerson  tooth  is  so  constructed  and 
inserted  as  to  lie  upon  its  back  and  allow  the  shank  to  run 
out  under  the  cutting  point  of  the  tooth  and  receive  the  saw- 
dust therefrom  and  thus  prevent  the  wearing  of  the  saw 
plate  by  the  friction  of  the  flying  dust.  Thereby,  it  is 
claimed,  the  tooth  is  worn,  but  the  plate,  which  is  the  more 
valuable  of  the  two,  is  saved.  This  is  the  claim  of  the 
Emerson  patent.  But  the  plaintiff  does  not  claim  anything 
in  his  patent  in  this  respect. 

The  plaintiff's  invention  consists  in  inserting  teeth  upon 
circular  lines,  so  as  to  distribute  the  strain  caused  by  the 
tooth  impinging  upon  the  wood,  over  the  whole  surface  of 
the  socket,  rather  than  let  it  bear  upon  a  particular  point 
or  angle,  as  it  did,  when  they  were  inserted  in  rectangular 
recesses. 

Now,  the  saving  of  the  saw  plate,  by  constructing,  the 
tooth  so  as  to  catch  the  sawdust,  may  be  a  valuable  improve- 
ment in  the  manufacture  and  insertion  of  adjustablef  teeth, 
but  the  patent  to  Emerson  and  the  American  Saw  Co., 
therefor  does  not  give  any  one  a  right  to  sell  saws  with  these 
Emerson  teeth  inserted  therein  upon  circular  lines  so  as  to 
prevent  the  cracking  of  the  plate. 

If,  then,  it  appears  that  the  defendant's  saws  have  their 
teeth  inserted  upon  circular  lines,  so  as  to  prevent  the  plates 
from  cracking,  as  they  would  if  inserted  upon  straight  lines, 
the  patent  of  his  employer  does  not  protect  him  in  so  doing, 
and  he  is  liable  in  damages  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  infringe- 
ment of  his  patent. 

Certain  persons,  professing  to  be  skilled  as  mechanics 
and  machinists,  have  testified  before  .you  as  experts,  upon 
the  question  of  the  identity  of  the  two  modes  of  inserting 
teeth  in  this  particular.  Their  opinions  are  entitled  to  con- 
sideration and  weight  at  your  hands,  in  proportion  to  the 
intelligence  and  fairness  with  which  they  gave  their  testi- 
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mony.  But  their  opinions  are  not  facts,  and  you  are  not 
bound  by  them,  but  must  find  the  fact  for  yourselves.  Par- 
ticularly is  this  so,  when  in  a  case  like  the  present,  the  sub- 
ject of  the  controversy  is  simple  in  principle  and  plain  in 
form,  and  you  have  the  machines  or  articles  before  you  for 
inspection.  The  Spaulding  and  Emerson  saw  and  models 
of  the  different  teeth  have  been  produced  in  evidence,  and 
you  have  inspected  them. 

Under  the  circumstances,  you  can  judge  for  yoursel-Ces 
whether  the  principle  of  the  Spaulding  patent— inserting  the 
teeth  on  circular  lines — ^has  been  used  in  the  manufacture 
of  the  saws  sold  by  the  defendant. 

If  you  find  for  the  defendant  upon  this  point,  your  verdict 
must  be  for  him  also.  If  there  is  no  substantial  identity  in 
the  mode  of  inserting  the  teeth  in  the  two  saws,  then  there 
is  no  infringement  of  the  plaintiff's  patent.  But,  if  you  find 
that  the  teeth  in  the  defendant's  saws,  however  different  in 
other  particulars  from  the  plaintiffs,  are  inserted  on  circular 
lines,  so  as  to  prevent  the  cracking  of  the  plates,  your  ver- 
dict must  be  for  him. 

If  you  find  for  the  plaintiff,  he  is  at  least  entitled  to  nom- 
inal damages — one  cent.  Beyond  this  you  must  find  what^ 
ever  damage  the  evidence  shows  the  plaintiff  has  sustained 
by  the  vrrongful  conduct  of  the  defendant.  You  are  not  to 
guess  at  the  damages,  but  they  must  be  established  by  the 
evidence.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  necessary  that  there 
should  be  direct  proof  of  every  dollar  of  injury  or  loss. 
Y'ou  are  to  consider  the  matter  as  reasonable  and  practical 
men,  having  reference  to  the  nature  and  circumstances  of 

the  case.  >  .        , 

Among  other  things,  you  may  consider  what  the  plaintiffs 
business  was  worth  before  the  defendant  commenced  the 
sale  of  saws  in  this  marke^what  number  of  teeth  he  was 
accustomed  to  sell  yearly;  whether  he  has  sold  a  less  num- 
ber or  an  equal  number  at  a  less  price  since  the  competi- 
tion of  the  defendant  commenced;  and  whether  the  reduction 
in  profits,  if  any,  was  produced  by  such  competition,  or  by 
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the  general  stagnation  in  business  in  the  country,  the  low- 
ering of  the  price  of  labor,  increased  facilities  for  manufac- 
ture, etc.,  or  all  combined. 

The  ]ury  found  a  verdict  for  $1,000,  for  which  sum  in- 
creased by  another  $1,000,  the  Court,  under  section  14  of 
the  act  of  July  4,  1836  (5  Stat.  123),  gave  judgment  at  the 
same  term. 

J.  B.  Felton  and  M.  A.  WJieaton,  for  plaintiff. 

Hall  McAllister  and  I.  J.  Bergin,  for  defendant. 
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At  tlie  opening  of  the  March  term  of  the  District  Court, 
(March  1,  1869),  the  following  charge  was  delivered  by  the 
Court  to  the  Grand  Jury : 

Deady,  J.  Gmilemen  of  the  grand  jury:  You  have  been 
selected  from  among  the  body  of  your  fellow  citizens  to 
inquire  concerning  the  commission  of  crimes  against  the 
United  States,  within  the  district  of  Oregon.  A  more  deli-' 
cate  and  important  trust  you  could  not  be  called  upon  to 
fill.  Upon  the  proper  discharge  of  your  duties  depends 
the  stability  of  government  and  the  purity  of  its  adminis- 
tration. 

Tout  official  oath  is  a  sufficient  direction  as  to  your  general 
duties.  By  this  you  have  become  bound  under  the  most 
solemn  obligations  to  present  no  one  from  hatred,  envy  or 
ill-will,  and  to  leave  no  one  impresented  through  fear,  favor 
or  affection. 

This  oath  binds  you  to  make  diligent  inquiry,  as  well  as 
to  present  truly.  You  cannot  acquit  yourself  of  this  obliga- 
tion by  slight  or  careless  investigation.  It  is  not  enough 
that  you  dispose  of  the  eases  laid  before  you  by  the  district 
attorney,  or  one  of  your  own  number.  Your  power  and 
duty  authorize  and  require  of  you  to  make  special  inquiry 
for  yourselves  as  to  the  violations  of  law  throughout  the 
district.  Except  by  the  consent  of  twelve  of  your  members, 
no  person  can  be  put  upon  trial  in  this  Court  on  a  criminal 
charge.  You  are  a  shield  to  protect  the  weak  and  innocent 
from  false  and  unjust  charges,  and  a  power  able  to  accuse 
the  guilty,  be  they  ever  so  great  or  popular. 

In  respect  to  the  manner  and  extent  of  your  inquiries, 
your  own  good  sense  will  be  your  best  guide,     You  ought 
43 
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only  to  act  upon  legal  evidence,  or  what  satisfies  you  that 
the  legal  evidence  exists.  The  party  accused,  or  concerning 
whom  an  inquiry  is  made,  has  no  rigl\t  to  be  heard  before 
you,  and  you  should  not  allow  him  in  the  jury  room,  or  to  be 
examined  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf.  The  district  at- 
torney will  be  ready  to  assist  you  in  your  inquiries,  and 
give  you  information  upon  matters  of  law.  You  may  also 
at  any  time  come  into  Court,  and  propound  such  inquiries 
concerning  the  business  before  you  as  you  see  proper. 

If  you  have  any  reason  to  believe  that  any  officers  of  the 
government  possess  information  proper  for  your  action,  you 
should  summon  them  before  you,  and  examine  them  thor- 
oughly. Officers  connected  with  the  assessment  and  collec- 
tion of  internal  revenue  may  with  special  Propriety  be  thus 
examined. 

Upon  the  three  subjects  of  internal  revenue,  counterfeit- 
ing and  the  postoffice,  I  will  give  you  in  charge  the  following, 
from  the  charge  delivered  by  Chief  Justice  Chase,  to  the 
United  States  grand  jury  for  West  Virginia,  in  August  last : 

"  The  first  of  these  is  the  faithful  execution  of  the  internal 
revenue  laws.  The  war  in  which  the  nation  has  been  re- 
cently engaged  for  the  preservation  of  the  national  Union 
and  government  endangered  by  rebellion,  made  the  con- 
tracting of  a  large  debt  inevitable.  This  debt  is  the  price 
of  our  national  existence,  and  binds  irrevocably  the  good 
faith  of  the  people.  Its  inviolable  obligation  has  been 
recognized  by  a  solemn  act  of  the  nation  in  adopting  the 
fourteenth  amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which  declares  that  the  '  validity,  of  the  public  debt 
of  the  United  States,  authorized  by  law,  including  debts 
incurred  for  the  payment  of  bounties  for  services  in  sup- 
pressing insurrection  or  rebellion,  shall  not  be  questioned.' 
There  are  dijBferences  of  opinion  as  to  the  mode  of  payment 
required  by  the  contracts  of  the  American  people  made 
through  their  government?  but  nobody  questions  openly, 
if  anybody  questions  at  all,  that  the  debt  contracted  must 
be  paid,  and  J)aid  in  [perfect  good  faith.  The  law  of  the 
amendment  that  the  validity  of  the  national  debt  shall  not 
be  questioned  was  already  written  upon  the  hearts  of  the 
people  before  they  'made  it  part  of  the  constitution.     To 
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provide  for  the  reduction  and  final  payment  of  this  debt, 
and  for  the  annual  expenses  of  the  government,  taxes  are 
necessarily  imposed.  In  other  words,  the  equal  proportion 
to  be  contributed  by  each  citizen  is  ascertained  by  law.  He 
who  withholds  his  just  proportion  deprives  the  rest  of  the 
people  of  exactly  the  amount  withheld.  His  fraud  operates 
as  theft. 

"The  sum  total  necessary  to  meet  the  obligations  of  the 
nation  must  be  raised.  Fraud  upon  the  revenue  does  not 
reduce  that  sum :  it  merely  shifts  the  burdens  evaded  by  the 
fraudulent,  upon  others,  who  pay  their  full  proportion  be- 
sides. All  honest  men,  therefore,  have  a  common  cause 
against  the  dishonest. 

"You,  gentlemen,  represent  the  honest  men,  and  it  is 
youj  duty  to  see  that  no  defrauder  of  the  revenue  who  can 
be  brought  to  justice  escapes  merited  punishment.  The 
higher  in  office  and  the  higher  in  social  position  the  delin- 
quent may  be,  the  more  unremitting  and  searching  should 
be  your  dUigence  in  inquiry  and  presentment. 

"Some  of  the  observations  just  made  might  be  properly 
enough  repeated  upon  the  next  topic  to  which  I  must  invite 
your  attention.  I  refer  to  counterfeiting.  It  is  to  be  re- 
gretted that  the  currency  of  the  country  now  consists  wholly, 
or  almost  wholly,  of  paper;  but  it  is  not  the  less  important 
on  that  account  that  the  people  should  be  protected,  as  far 
as  possible,  against  counterfeiting.  Whatever  the  currency 
of  the  country  may  be,  payments  must  be  made  in  it,  and 
exchanges  effected  through  it.  It  is  practicaUy  the  common 
measure  of  values.  Whoever  imposes  a  counterfeit  dollar 
on  the  public,  robs  successively  all  who  take  it  m  payment. 
Counterfeiting  is  continuous  robbery,  and  it  robs  chiefly 
those  who  are  the  least  able  to  bear  the  loss.  Occasion- 
aUy  men  are  defrauded  by  counterfeit  money  in  large  trans- 
actions; but  the  principal  sufferers  are  laboring  men,  whom 
it  is  the  peculiar  duty  of  government  to  protect  from  wrong. 

"You  wUl  be  vigilant,  gentlemen,  in  your  investigations 
concerning  this  class  of  crimes.  .     ,  .i, 

.■What  remains  to  be  said  concerns  offences  against  the 
postoffice  laws.  Under  our  benignant  system  of  govern- 
ment the  means  of  cheap  and  frequent  intercourse  between 
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the  most  distant  parts  of  tlie  republic  are  provided;  relatives 
and  friends  separated  by  tlie  breadth  of  the  continent  cor- 
respond freely  with  each  other.  Correspondence  is  nearly 
as  cheap  as  talk.  And  not  only  do  the  mails  convey  mes- 
sages of  affection,  science,  and  business,  but  they  are  also 
the  agents  of  immense  pecuniary  transactions,  by  remit- 
tances of  bills  of  exchange  and  small  government  money 
orders.  You  see  at  once  how  important  it  is  that  the  laws 
which  regulate  this  vast  interchange  should  be  faithfully 
executed;  and  we  are  confident  that  nothing  more  is  needed 
to  insure  your  best  endeavors  to  detect  and  bring  to  justice 
all  those  whose  crimes ,  and  offences  deprive  the  people  of 
the  great  benefits  which  those  laws  are  intended  to  secure." 

Before  closing,  I  feel  bound  to  call  your  attention  to  some 
supposed  offences  against  public  justice  in  this  district, 
which,  if  true,  should  not  go  unpunished.  By  the  second 
section  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1831  (4  Stat.  488),  it  is  en- 
acted that:  "  If  any  person  or  persons  shall  cwruptly,  or  by 
threats  or  force,  endeavor  to  influence,  intimidate,  or  impede 
any  juror  *  *  *  in  any  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  or  shall  cc/rrwpUy,  or  by 
threats  or  force,  obstruct  or  impede  the  due  administration 
of  justice  therein,  every  person  or  persons  so  offending  shall 
be  liable  to  prosecution  therefor,  by  indictment,  and  shall, 
on  conviction  thereof,  be  punished  by  fine,  not  exceeding 
five  hundred  dollars,  or  by  imprisonment  not  exceeding 
three  months,  or  both,  according  to  the  nature  and  aggrava- 
tion of  the  offence." 

To  endeavor  to  corruptly  influence  a  juror  in  the  discharge 
of  his  duty,  is  a  crime  which  strikes  at  the  very  foundation 
of  civil  society.  A  verdict  which  is  produced  or  prevented 
by  any  other  means  than  the  proper  and  natural  effect  of  the 
law  and  evidence  given  in  Court,  is  a  falsehood  and  a 
wrong,  the  evil  consequences  of  which  are  enduring  and  not 
limited  to  the  parties  immediately  interested.  With  honest 
and  fearless  juries,  protected  from  the  corrupting  influences 
and  misleading  misrepresentations  of  unscrupulous  and  in- 
terested parties,  all  other  forms  of  crime  against  society  and 
individuals  may  be  successfully  combated  and  repressed. 
But  so  soon  as  it  is  uiiderstood  in  the  community  that  jurors 
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or  juries  may  be  tanipered  with  by  outside  parties  witli  im- 
punity, tben  tbere  is  an  end  of  an  honest  administration  of 
the  law,  by  jury  trial,  and  the  country  will  speedily  drift  into 
anarchy  or  despotism. 

Any  improper  attempt  to  influence  a  juror  is  forbidden  by 
this  statute.  Of  course  it  is  improper  to  offer  a  juror  any 
valuable  thing  or  consideration  to  obtain  a  verdict,  or  pre- 
vent one  being  found,  or  to  influence  his  opinion  or  action 
in  any  particular.  It  is  also  improper  and  criminal  to  en- 
deavor to  influence  a  juror  by  conveying  or  imparting  infor- 
mation to  him  out  of  the  jury  box,  for  the  purpose  of  affecting 
his  conduct  or  judgment,  or  to  endeavor  to  persuade  him  by 
arguments  or  appeals  of  any  kind,  except  those  addressed 
to  him  by  counsel  in  open  Court. 

It  has  been  bruited  abroad,  that  such  practices  have  been 
resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  the  action  of  jurors 
in  this  Court,  in  a  criminal  case  of  great  importance,  lately 
tried  herein.  It '  is  your  duty  to  investigate  the  matter 
thoroughly,  and  if  you  find  cause,  present  the  offending 
parties  for  trial.  I  also  deem  it  proper  in  this  connection 
to  warn  you  against  hasty  and  inconsiderate  action  in  the 
premises.  At  the  same  time,  I  repeat,  that  it  is  your  bounden 
duty,  to  probe  this  matter  to  the  bottom,  and  present  the 
offending  parties,  if  any,  for  trial.  If  such  evil  practices 
are  tolerated  by  the  grand  jury,  unscrupulous  men  will  en- 
gage in  the  manipulation  of  juries  as  a  trade,  and  then 
whether  a  party  accused  of  a  crime  is  convicted  or  acquitted, 
wiU  depend  more  than  anything  else  upon  the  skill  and  in- 
fluence of  the  "jury-broker,"  whom  he  may  chance  to  retam 
to  manage  the  case  on  the  outside  for  him. 

We  often  boast  of  our  high  civilization  and  not  infrequently 
deplore  the  ignorance  and  barbarism  of  our  ancestors  But 
asameans'of  determining  th«  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  ac- 
cused, the  ancient  wager  of  battle  was  quite  as  trustworthy 
as  such  a  jury  trial,  and  much  less  demoralizing  to  the  com- 
munity  at  large. 
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ACTION. 
1.   An  action  for  a  penalty  for  the  violation  of  the  Internal  Eevenue  Act  (14 
Stat.  144),  is  a  civil  action,  and  the  jury  are  to  find  according  to  the  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence.     U.  S.  v.  Brown,  566. 
Action  Criminal,  See  Ceim.  Law. 
Action  for  Divorce,  See  DrTOECB,  Makbied  Women. 
Action  of  Ejectment,  See  Pleadings,  5,  6,  7,  8,  18,  19. 
Action  in  Equity,  See  Copykight,  Injunction,  Eqtjitt,  Covenant,  1,  2. 
Action  to  avoid  Fraudulent    Conveyance,    See    CkediToks,    Makried 

Women. 
Actions  on  Official  Bonds,  See  Postmasteb,  EEVENtfE,  12. 
Actions  for  Tort,  Congress  may  indemnify  against,  See  Congebss,  Waste. 

ADMIKALTY. 

1.  In  a  suit  for  seaman's  wages  the  maxim  that  "  freight  is  the  mother  of 
■wages  "  does  not  apply  to  a  voyage  commenced  and  intended  to  be  made 
in  ballast,  for  in  such  case  it  was  not  expected  that  freight  would  or 
could  be  earned.     The  Christina,  49. 

2.  A  contract  to  ship  as  seaman  on  a  trading  voyage  on  the  coast,  vrithout 
any  definite  stipulation  as  to  the  time  or  place  of  termination  of  the 
voyage,  when  justice  to  the  seaman  requires  it,  will  be  held  void.    Id. 

3.  A  contract  entered  into  between  master  and  seaman,  at  sea,  changing  the 
terms  or  duration  of  the  original  contract,  should  be  closely  scrutinized, 
and  if  prejudicial  to  the  seaman's  interest,  disregarded.     Id. 

4.  Where  a  jettison  of  cargo  becomes  necessary  for  the  safety  of  the  vessel, 
the  ownet  and  vessel  are  liable  for  the  loss,  if  the  peril  of  the  ship  is 
directly  attributable  to  the  want  of  diligence  or  skill  upon  the  pari  of  the 
master  or  crew.     The  Jenny  Jones,  82. 

5.  Where  a  vessel  came  into  the  Columbia  river  without  a  pilot  and  without 
any  imperative  necessity  for  so  doing,  and  owing  to  the  want  of  knowl- 
edge on  the  part  of  those  in  charge  of  her,  as  to  the  usual  state  of  the 
tide  and  wind  at  that  season  of  the  year  and  time  of  day  inside  of  Cape 
Disappointment,  such  vessel  was  thrown  upon  Sulphur  Spit,  and  was 
compelled  to  thipw  over  part  of  the  cargo,  the  owner  and  vessel  were 
held  liable  for  the  loss,  because  the  same  was  directly  attributable  to  the 
unskillfulness  and  ignorance  of  the  master,  in  attempting  to  cross  the 
bar  when  and  as  he  did.     Id. 
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See  Common  Oakeieb,  2,  5,  7,  8;  Contbacts,  1,  2,  3;  Pilots,  PLEADraos,  3,  4, 
14,  15,  16,  17,  28,  29;  Sale  or  Ships,  Seaman,  Fokpeiturb,  1. 

AFFIDAVIT. 

See  Abeest,  1. 

AGENT. 

1.  Same  person  cannot  be  for  master  employing,  and  seaman  hiring,  at  one 
and  same  time.    See  Habeus  Coepus,  2. 

AGREEMENT. 
See  CoNTEAOTS,  Nudum  Pactum. 

ALIEN. 
See  Jueisdiction,  3,  4. 

ANSWEB. 
Efifeot  of  admissions  in.  See  Etidenoe,  5. 

APPROPEIATION  OF  PAYMENTS. 
Rule  as  to,  The  Pioneer,  72. 

ARREST. 

1.  Where  the  cause  of  action  and  arrest  are  identical,  a  verified  complaint 
is  a  sufficient  affidavit  upon  which  to  allow  an  order  of  arrest.  U.  S.  -v. 
Walsh,  281. 

2.  The  conditions  and  restrictions  imposed  by  State  law  upon  the  allowance 
of  imprisonment  for  debt,  subsequent  to  the  agt  of  January  14,  1841  (5 
Stat.  410),  are  not  adopted  by  such  act;  and,  therefore,  not  in  force  in 
the  United  States  Courts,  unless  adopted  as  a  rule  thereof.     Id. 

3.  The  clause  in  the  Constitution  of  the  State  bf  Oregon  (Art.  1,  $19),  prp- 
hibiting  "  imprisonment  for  debt,  except  in  cases  of  fraud,"  construed 
not  to  apply  to  an  action  for  a  tort  or  penalty,  but  only  to  cases  of  debt 
arising  upon  contract,  express  or  implied.    Id. 

4.  A  manufacturer  of  matches  who  disposes  of  the  same  without  stamping 
them,  as  required  by  law,  thereby  commits  a  fraud  upon  the  United 
"States,  and  in  an  action  by  the  latter  to  recover  a  ^penalty  for  such  vio- 
lation, the  defendant  may  be  arrested  as  in  an  action  for  a  debt  incurred 
by  fraud.    Id. 

.      See  False  Impeisonment. 

ASSAULT  AND  BATTERY.  * 
1.  When  one  of  the  crew  of  a  vessel  resists  a  person  in  authority  over  him 
whUe  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty,  the  latter  may  lawfully  use  sufficient 
force  to  overcome  resistance.    Pendergrast  v.  TMmpman,  54. 


INDEX.  665 

ATTACHMENT. 

1.  An  attachment  wiU  lie  against  the  goods  of  a  debtor  who  is  about  to  dis- 

^thonttr  ^'^;"*r' !"  d«l-y  °^-  defraud  the  plaintiff  in  the  action 
without  reference  to  the  defendant's  conduct  or  purpose  as  to  his  other 
creditors.     Correy  ,&  Saizlette  ^.  lake  &  XaJce,  m. 

2.  Proof  of  a  general  intent  by  the  defendant  to  dispose  of  his  property  for 
the  purpose  of  preventing  a  particular  creditor  from  collecting  his  de- 
maud,   by  legal  proceedings,  is  sufficient  proof  that  the  defendant  is 

?v?  .5°  ^°'  '^■''^"'*^«>-  ^"«1^  '''^editor  brings  an  action  to  recover  his 
debt.     Id. 

3.  i^ect  of  re-delivery  of  property,  taken  on  attachment,  under  sections 
152  and  157  of  the  Civil  Code  (Or  Code,  178-9),  to  the  defendant.    Id. 

AUTHENTICATION. 
Sufficiency  of  Records  of  State  Courts  in  U.  S.  Court,  See  Evidence,  2,  3, 

BANKEUPTCY. 

1.  No.  61  of  the  forms  of  proceeding  in  bankruptcy,  is  merely  a  demand 
for  a  jury  trial,  and  not  an  answer  to  the  petition— it  is  neither  a  showing 
of  cause  nor  an  allegation  by  the  respondent,  and  the  denial  contained 
in  it,  is  to  be  taken  as  the  mere  recital  by  the  clerk  of  a  denial  alreadv 
and  otherwise  made  by  the  respondent  to  his  answer  to  the  petition. 
In  re  Sutherland,  344. 

2.  Whether  the  answer  or  plea  of  the  respondent  to  the  petition  should  be 
general  or  specific  or  verified  or  not,  must  depend  upon  the  rules  of  the 
Court  in  which  the  petition  is  pending.     Id. 

8.  Thegeneralruleof  this  Court  being  that  answers  must  be  specific  and 
verified,  and  the  true  object  of  pleading  in  any  case  being  to  narrow  the 
controversy  to  the  pofnt  really  in  dispute,  no  greater  latitude  ought  to 
be  allowed  the  defence  in  bankruptcy  in  this  respect,  than  in  ordinary 
actions  and  suits.     Id. 

4.  Where  a  petition  alleged  that  the  respondent,  \+ith  knowledge  of  his  in- 
solvency, confessed  two  judgments  in  favor  of  third  persons  with  intent 
to  give  a  fraudulent  preference  to  such  persons,  and  the  answer  of  the 
respondent  tacitly  admits  the  confession  of  said  judgments  and  insol- 
vency, but  denies  that  the  same  were  confessed  "  with  any  fraudulent 
intent  or  with  the  fraudulent  intent  to  gi\e  a, fraudulent  preference." 
Held,  that  the  issue  taken  by  the  answer  upon  the  'wovd  fraudulent  in  the 
petition  was  an  immaterial  one,  and  that  a  confession  of  judgment  by  an 
insolvent  debtor  necessarily  gave  a  preference  to  the  creditor  in  such 
judgment  and  ought  therefore,  in  the  absence  of  sufficient  allegation  or 
proof  to  the  contrary,  to  be  presumed  to  have  been  so  intended.    Id. 

5.  Where  the  respondent  by  his  answer  admits,  that  being  insolvent,  he 
confessed  a  judgment  in  favor  of  one  of  his  creditors,  but  denies  that  he 
thereby  fraudulently/  intended  to  give  such  creditor  a  frOMdulmt  preiex- 
ence,  there  is  an  affirmative  implication  that  such  judgment  was  confessed 
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with  intent  to  give  a  preference,  and  the  petitioner  is  entitled  to  judgment 
on  the  pleadings.  Id. 

6.  In  effect,  the  Bankrupt  Act  ($39)  prohibits  an  insolvent  debtor  from 
giving  any  preference  for  any  reason  to  any  creditor,  upon  pain  of  being 
declared  a  bankrupt  therefor,  on  the  petition  of  his  other  creditors.    Id. 

7.  A  judgment  for  a  fine  is  not  a  debt  provable  in  bankruptcy.  In  re 
Sutherland,  416. 

8.  When  the  grounds  of  opposition  to  a  bankrupt's  discharge,  are  insuffi- 
cient in  law  to  prevent  such  discharge,  the  bankrupt  may  demur  to  the 
specification  thereof.    In  re  Burk,  425. 

9.  An  error  in  an  allegation  in  a  bankrupt's  petition,  is  hot  a  sufficient  ob- 
jection to  his  discharge,  unless  it  has  been  sworn  to  by  the  bankrupt 
with  knowledge  of  its  faldty.    Id. 

10.  It  is  a  good  ground  of  opposition  to  a  bankrupt's  discharge,  that  he  "  has 
removed  or  caused  to  be  removed  any  part 'of  his  property  from  the  dis- 
trict, with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors"  (529),  either  fte/ore  or  since 
the  passage  of  the  act.    Id. 

11.  But  a  person  who  was  not  a  creditor  of  the  bankrupts  at  the  time  of  such 
removal,  or  whose  debt  was  then  barred  by  lapse  of  time,  could  not 
have  been  defrauded  by  it,  and  therefore  cannot  make  the  objection. 
Id. 

12.  No  one  has  a  standing  in  a  Court  of  bankruptcy,  as  a  creditor,  so  as  to  be 
entitled  to  oppose  a  bankrupt's  discharge,  until  he  has  proved  his 
debt.    Id. 

13.  The  allegations  in  opposition  to  a  bankrupt's  discharge,  must  be  sepa- 
rate, certain  and  specific,  and  therefore  an  allegation  that  the  bankrupt 
in  May,  1865,  removed  a  part  of  his  property  from  the  district,  with  in- 
tent, etc.,  is  too  vague  and  general.     Id. 

14 .  An  adjudication  declaring  a  person  a  bankrupt,  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
judgment  in  rem,  and  therefore  notice  to  »nd  binding  upon  all  the 
world.    In  re  Wallace,  433. 

15.  Under  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  1867  (§1),  the  several  District  Courts  have 

equity  jurisdiction  and  power  over  "  all  acts,  matters  and  things  to  be 

done  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  bankruptcy,"  and  are  authorized  by 

summary  proceedings  to  administer  all  the  relief  which  a  court  of  equity 

could  administer  under  the  like  circumstances  upon  regular  proceedings. 
Id. 

16.  Notice  of  an  application  for  an  injunction  in  bankruptcy  need  not  be 
given,  unless  specially  directed;  and  the  provision  in  the  act  of  March  2, 
1793  (1  Stat.  334)  prohibiting  writs  of  injunction  from  being  granted,  ex- 
cept upon  notice  to  the  adverse  party,  applies  only  to  suits  in  equity  in 
the  Supreme  and  Circuit  Courts.     Id. 

17.  In  exercising  the  equity  power  which  pertains  to  a  District  Court,  as  a 
Court  of  bankruptcy,  it  is  not  deemed  necessary  or  proper  that  resort 
should  be  had  to  the  plenary  proceedings  common  to  suits  in  equity;  but 
a  petition  stating  the  facts  and  praying  the  particular  relief  sought,  is 
sufficient.    Id . 
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18.  Where  a  creditor  obtains  a  confession  of  judgment  from  an  insolvent 
debtor,  and  it  appears  probable  that  suob  confession  was  taken  with 
knowledge  of  the  debtor's  insolvency,  the  proof  of  such  creditor's  claim 
will  be  postponed  until  after  the  choice  of  the  assignee.  In  n  Walton 
and  Walton,  442. 

19.  Objection  to  proof  of  a  claim  must  be  made  by  written  allegation,  speci- 
fying with  reasonable  certainty  the  groimds  of  such  objection.      Id. 

20.  Proof  of  a  debt  against  a  partnership  should  not  be  joined  with  proof  of 
a  debt  against  an  individual  partner.    In  re  Walton  and  Walton,  510. 

21.  Proof  of  a  debt  should  show  with  reasonable  certainty  whether  it  was 
contracted  by  a  partnership  or  the  individual  partners.    Id. 

22.  A  claim  not  duly  proved  must  be  rejected;  andaclaimis  not  duly  proved 
unless  it  appears  from  the  statement  of  the  deponent  thereto,  that  a  debt 
exists  which  the  creditor  has  a  present  right  to  have  paid  out  of  the  es- 
tate of  the  banki'upt.    Id. 

23.  The  prohibition  of  "further  proceedings  "  in  the  last  clause  of  section 
40  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  applies  only  to  the  direct  proceedings  upon  the 
petition,  and  not  to  collateral  proceedings  by  or  against  third  persons  or 
even  the  debtor.    In  re  MuUer  and  Bretano,  513. 

24.  Under  a  warrant  to  take  possession  of  the  property  of  the  debtor,  the 
messenger  is  authorized  to  take  such  property  in  whosoever  hands  he 
may  find  it;  and  if  by  mistake,  or  otherwise,  he  should  take  property  not 
belonging  to  the  debtor,  'it  is  no  ground  for  discharging  the  warrant  or 
vacating  the  order  for  its  allowance;  but  the  party  aggrieved  by  such 
wrongful  seizure  has  his  remedy  against  the  officer  making  it .    Id. 

25.  Injunctions  and  warrants  may  be  allowed  and  issued  under  section  40  of 
the  Bankrupt  Act  without  notice  to  the  adverse  party.    Id. 

26.  The  Court  takes  judicial  notice  of  the  Acts  of  Congress,  and  they  need 
not  be  set  forth  or  referred  to  in  any  proceeding  before  it.    Id. 

27.  The  warrant  provided  for  in  section  40  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  may  issue 
against  the  person  and  property  of  the  debtor,  or  either  of  them.     Id . 

•  28.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Bankrupt  Court  to  enjoin  third  persons  from 
interfering  with  the  goods  of  the  debtor,  or  to  issue  a  warrant  to  take 
provisional  possession  of  them,  does  not  depend  upon  the  service  of  a 
debtor  of  a  proper  order  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  adjudged 
a  bankrupt,  but  upon  the  filing  of  a  petition  in  bankruptcy  against  such 
debtor.    Id . 

29.  A  petition  which  states  that  the  debtor  committed  the  alleged  acts  of 
bankrupty,  "within  six  calender  months  next  preceding  the  date, 
thereof,"  and  on  or  about  a  certain  day  therein,  is  sufficiently  Certain 
in  this  respect;  and  as  to  third  persons  in  collateral  proceedings,  the 
allegation  is  sufficient  without  the  mention  of  a  particular  day.    Id. 

30.  The  aUegations  in  the  petition  concerning  the  existence  of  the  debt, 
or  the  commission  of  the  acts  of  bankraptcy,  need  not  be  made  upon 
the  personal  knowledge  of  the  petitioner;  but,  semftie,  that  the  deposi- 
tion thereto  should  be  made  upon  the  knowledge  of  the  deponent,  or 
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disclose  the  grounds  of  his  belief,  or  the  sources  of  his  information. 
Id. 

31.  The  Bankrupt  Act  should  be  construed  so  as  not  to  permit  a  petition 
in  bankruptcy  to  be  maintained  by  a  creditor,  who  became  such  after 
the  commission  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  complained  of.   Id . 

32.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  debt  of  the  petitioner  existed  at  the  date  of  the 
commission  of  the'  act  of  bankruptcy,  although  not  then  due.    Id. 

.33.  Upon  a  motion  to  dissolve  an'  injunction  in  bankruptcy  against  third 
persons,  such  persons  cannot  be  heard  to  object  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  petition  or  the  proof  of  debt,  or  acts  of  bankruptcy.    Id. 

3i.  The  Bankrupt  Act  is  remedial,  and  should  be  construed  "  with  a  view 
to  effect  its  objects,  and  promote  justice  "  between  a  debtor  and  his 
creditors.    Id. 

35.  The  facts  concerning  an  alleged  act  of  bankruptcy  should  be  stated  in 
the  petition  with  such  certainty  and  detail,  as  to  inform  the  debtor  of 
what  he  is  required  to  make  proof  or  explanation,  as  provided  in  section 
41  of  the  act.    In  re  Bandall  and  Sunderland,  557 . 

36.' An  allegation  in  a  petition  that  the  debtor  being  a  trader,  stopped  pay- 
ment of  his  commercial  paper  vrithin  a  period  of  fourteen  days,  is  too  in- 
definite to  put  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  debtor  concerning  such 
alleged  stoppage,  and  may  be  disregarded  as  immaterial.     Id . 

37.  An  insolvent  is  one  who  is  unable  to  pay  his  debts  in  full  at  once,  or  as 
they  become  due.     Id. 

38.  An  assignment  of  his  property  by  an  insolvent  person  for  the  purpose  of 
having  the  same  distributed  among  his  creditors,  is  presumed  to  have 
been  done  with  intent  to  defraud  the  operation  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  by 
preventing  such  property  from  coming  to  the  assignee  in  bankruptcy  and 
being  distributed  under  the  act,  and  is  therefore  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 
Id. 

39.  An  assignment  by  a  solvent  person  of  all  his  property  to  a  trustee  for  the 
equal  benefit  of  the  creditors,  is  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  because  it  hinders 
and  delays  creditors  in  the  collection  of  their  debts,  and  for  the  same 
reason  is  void  undert  he  Statute  of  Frauds.    Id. 

40 .  A  creditor  has  no  standing  in  Court  to  oppose  the  discharge  of  a  bankrupt, 
unless  he  enter  his  appearance  in  opposition  thereto,  within  the  day  ap- 
pointed for  showing  cause  against  the  petition  therefor.  In  re  Suther- 
land, 573. 

41.  'Where  there  is  no  opposing  party  to  the  discharge,  the  proceeding  may 
continued  from  time  to  time,  to  suit  the  convenience  of  the  bankrupt.  Id. 

42.  A  creditor  who  has  entered  his  appearance  in  opposition  to  a  discharge, 
cannot  maintain  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  petition  for  want  of  prosecution 
but  shoiild  move  to  set  it  down  for  hearing  upon  the  objections  thereto, 
if  any,  filed.    Id. 

43.  The  final  oath  of  a  bankrupt  is  not  a  pleading,  but  is  in  the  nature  of  in- 
dispensable evidence  in  support  of  the  petition  for  discharge,  and  need 
not  be  made  or  filed  until  the  hearing.    Id. 
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44.  A  willful  omission  to  state  a  debt  due  by  the  banlarupt  to  another  in  Ms 
schedule  is  good  ground  for  refusing  a  discharge.    In  re  Kallish,  575. 

45.  Quere,  that  persons  not  prejudiced  by  such  omission,  should  not  be  heard 
to  object  thereto.    Id. 

46.  Discharge  refused,  the  opposing  creditor's  right  to  be  heard  in  oijposi. 
tion  thereto  not  being  questioned.    Id. 

47.  The  "  business  of  a  contractor  "  is  not  a  "  trade,  occupation  or  profes- 
sion "  -within  the  meaning  of  the  act  (Or.  Code,  211),  exempting  certain 
tools  and  implements  from  execution.     In  re  Whetmore,  5S5. 

48.  Where  the  afadavlt  to  a  schedule  states  in  the  prescribed  form,  that  it 
contains  a  statement  of  all  the  bankrupt's  estate,  its  truth  is  not  affected 
by  an  erroneous  claim  in  such  schedule  that  a  certain  article  therein 
mentioned  is  exempt  from  execution.    Id. 

■49.  If  the  bankrupt  makes  an  erroneous  claim  to  property  mentioned  in  the 
schedule,  as  being  exempt  from  the  operation  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  assignee  to  correct  or  disregard  it.   'Id. 

50.  "Where  a  bankrupt,  in  pursuance  of  an  arrangement  with  a  certain 
creditor,  omits  his  debt  from  his  schedule,  such  creditor  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  object  to  the  bankrupt's  discharge  on  that  ground.    Id. 

51.  Where  a  creditor  takes  a  preference  from  an  insolvent  debtor,  with  rea- 
son to  beUeve  that  such  debtor  was  then  insolvent,  and  intended  to  evade 
the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  by  preventing  his  property  from 
being  distributed  thereunder  among  his  creditors,  such  creditor  is  barred 
from  proving  his  debt,  and  may  be  compelled  to  restore  property  so 
taken  to  the  assignee .    In  re  Walton  and  Walton,  598 . 

52.  The  Bankrupt  Act  does  not  trust  the  legal  rights  of  one  portion  of  the 
creditors  of  an  insolvent  to  the^udgment  or  good  intentions  of  another 
portion,  and  flierefore  it  makes  no  difference  with  what  ultimate  inten- 
tion a  creditor  takes  a  preference  contrary  to  the  act,  he  thereby  forfeits 
his  right  to  prove  his  debt.    Id. 


BILL  OF  LADING. 
See  Common  Caeeibb,  1,  4,  9 . 

BOND. 
See  CoNTKACT,  4,  Covenant. 

CAKKIEK. 

See  Common  Caeeiee. 

CITIZENSHIP. 
See  JuEisDioTioN,  3,  4. 

COLLECTOK. 
See  Bbvenue,  8,  12,  13;  Evidence,  4. 
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COMMON  CAKKIEK. 

1.  In  a  suit  against  a  common  carrier,  tlie  libellant  makes  a  prima  facie 
case,  by  producing  the  receipt  of  the  carrier—"  Keceiyed  in  good  order;" 
but  these  words  do  not  constitute  an  agreement,  they  are  a  mere  admis- 
sion, and  may  be  explained  or-contradieted  by  the  carrier.  The  Pacific, 
17. 

2.  In  the  National  Courts  the  rule  is,  that  a  common  carrier  may  limit  his 
liabilities  by  an  express  agreement^-so  far  as  the  common  law  makes  him 
an  insurer— but  not  for  the  negligence  of  himself  or  servants.     Id. 

3.  Nothing  short  of  an  express  stipulation  will  constitute  such  an  agree- 
ment; it  must  not  depend  upon  implication,  or  inference,  or  conflicting 
or  doubtful  evidence;  and  mere  notice  to  the  shipper  is  not  sufficient. 
Id. 

4.  Where  the  drayman  of  the  shipper,  on  the  delivery  of  a  package,  takes  a 
receipt  from  the  freight  clerk  of  the  ship  for  the  same,  containing  the 
words — "  not  accountable  for  contents;"  this  of  itself  does  not  constitute 
such  an  agreement;  it  is  a  mere  ex  parte  proposition  on  the  part  of  the 
carrier  after  the  receipt  of  the  package,  to  which  there  must  be  direct 
and  unequivocal  evidence  of  the  assent  of  the  shipper  to  exonerate  the 
carrier.     Id. 

5.  In  a  suit  in  rem,  it  is  not  necessary  to  charge  the  defendant  as  a  common 
carrier,  but  the  rule  is  otherwise  where  the  suit  is  in  personam;  but  in 
the  former  case  it  must  appear  from  the  evidence  that  the  ship  was  em- 
ployed in  the  business  of  a  common  carrier.    Id, 

6.  The  burden  of  proof,  to  show  the  value  of  goods  injured  or  not  delivered, 
lies  upon  the  shipper.    Id. 

7.  Where  an  ocean  steamer  is  making  regular  voyages  to  a  port,  and  for 
any  reason  she  is  unable  to  reach  sifch  port,  and  the  agent  of  her  owner 
charters  a  steamboat  to  take  the  passengers  and  freight  down  a  river  to 
such  steamer  and  bring  hadk  her  cargo,  a  delivery  of  goods  under  such 
circumstances  to  the  steamboat  for  the  purpose  of  being  conveyed  by 
such  steamer,  is  a  delivery  to  the  latter,  and  she  is  thenceforth  bound 
f6r  their  safe  carriage  and  timely  delivery.     The  Oregon,  179, 

8 .  Where  a  vessel  is  discharging  and  taking  on  cargo  at  a  wharf,  a  delivery 
of  goods  thereon  by  the  direction  of  the  master,  for  the  purpose  of  car- 
riage upon  the  same,  is  a  delivery  to  such  vessel,  and  her  responsibility 
for  the  carriage  and  delivery  thereof  commences  from  that  time.    Id. 

9.  A  common  carrier  gave  a  receipt  for  two  casks  of  wine,  received  in  good 
order,  and  agreed  to  deliver  them  in  like  condition  at  the  end  of  the  voy- 
age, the  dangers  of  navigation  excepted;  in  a  suit  by  the  shipper  for  the 
non-delivery  of  the  goods,  the  carrier  claimed  that  the  wine  was  lost  on 
the  voyage  on  account  of  the  dangers  of  navigation  and  insufficiency  of 
the  casks;  Held,  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  carrier  to  show 
that  the  loss  arose  from  the  insufficiency  of  the  casks  or  the  dangers  of 
navigation;  and- that,  if  upon  the  whole  proof  it  was  doubtful  whether 
the  loss  arose  from  either  of  such  causes,  the  shipper  must  recover.  The 
Live  Yankee,  420. 
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CONGKESS. 
Power  of,  to  suspend  -writ  of  habeas  corpus  and  to  protect  officers  and 

others  in  making  illegal  arrests.     See  False  Impeisonjibnt,  5,  7. 
Acts  of,  See  Statutes  or  United  States. 

See  CoPYBiGHT,  5,  6;  Pilots,  6,  8. 


CONSIDEBATION. 

See  Nudum  Pactum. 


CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 
Of  United  States,  See  False  Impkisonment,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  Ifl. 

COPYBIGHT,  5,  6. 

Of  Oregon,  As  to  imprisomnent  for  debt,  See  Aeeest,  3,  4. 
As  to  rights  of  Married  "Women,  See  Makeied  Women,  2,  5,  8. 

CONSTRUCTION. 

1.  Under  Section  14,  Act  of  August  14,  1848  (9  Stat.  329),  which  provides 
that  the  laws  of  the  United  States  should  be  in  force  in  the  Territory  of 
Oregon,  "  so  far  as  the  same,  or  any  portion,  may  be  applicable,"  the 
power  is  devolved  upon  the  Court,  when  the  question  arises,  to  deter- 
mine what  laws  are  "  appUoable  "  and  what  are  not:  and  in  determining 
this  question,  the  Court  is  not  bound  by  any  construction  which  the  ad. 
ministrative  department  of  the  Government  may  have  given  to  such 
provision,  in  the  discharge  of  its  duties.  Lownsdale  v.  City  of  Portland, 
1. 

2.  With  the  poUcy  or  impolicy  of  an  act  of  Congress,  Courts  and  juries 
have  nothing  to  do.     U.  S.  v.  Srown,  56G. 

See  CopTBiGHT,  3,  4,  5,  6;  Eevenue,  10,  11;   Pilots,  9,  10.  11;  Lands 

Public,  Oeganic  Act. 
Of  Bankruptcy  Act,  See  Bankeuptcy. 

,  CONTRACTS. 

1.  Rule  of  ascertaining  rate  of  wages  of  seaman,  where  the  contract  is 
doubtful,  in  case  of  an  engineer  on  inland  waters,  commented  on  and 
applied.     The  Pioneer,  72. 

2.  Misconduct  by  seaman  upon  one  voyage  does  not  enure  to  the  benefit  of 
the  owner  so  as  to  forfeit  wages  earned  upon  another;  m  this  -^^Vf^^^ 
case  of  monthly  hirings.  although  continuous,  upon  river  boats,  likened 
to  separate  voyages  at  sea.    Id. 

3  A  party  cannot  recover  upon  a  contract  prohibited  by  ^t-'^*-' ^"^°"|; 
tie  statute  contain  no  express  declaration  that  such  contract  shall  be 
told  therefr  when  libellant  served  as  an  engineer  upon  a  steamboat 
void,  therelore  wn  without  being  hcensed  there- 

^^l^^a'sZ Ins?2ors:  he  co'uld  not  recover  wages  for  .ch 
er^L,  because  it  was  within  the  prohibition  of  Section  9,  Sub.  10,  of 
the-Act  of  August  30,  1853.     (10  Stat.  67.)    Id. 
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4.  A  condition  in  a  bond  that  trustees  should  be  incorporated  by  legislative 
enactment,  and  thereby  authorized  to  hold  a  lot  for  the  use  of  the  town 
of  Portland,  for  school  and  meeting-house  purposes,  "exclusive  of  any 
restrictions  of  any  school  law, ' '  is  not  void,  as  being  contrary  to  public 
policy.  Chapman  v.  School  Dist.  No.  1,  et  al.  139. 
See  Common  Caekieb,  1,  2,  3,  4;  Covenant;  Admibaltt,  2,  3;  NudwmPaHum. 

COPYRIGHT. 

1.  Where  a  party  seeks  to  enjoin  another  from  the  exhibition  or  performance 
of  a  spectacle  or  drnmatic  composition,  he  must  show  an  exclusive  right 
in  himself  to  the  use  of  such  spectacle  or  composition,  before  his  appli- 
cation will  be  allowed.  Martinetti  v.  Maguire,  and  Maguire  v.  Martinetti, 
216. 

2.  Where  two  spectacles,  called  respectively  the  Black  Crook  and  the  Black 
Book,  produced  the  impression  upon  those  who  witnessed  them  that 
they  were  substantially  the  same :  Hdd,  that  one  was  a,  colorable  imita- 
tion of  the  other.    Id. 

3.  The  act  of  August  18,  1856  (11  Stat.  138),  which  gives  "  the  proprietor 
Vof  a  dramatic  composition,  designed  or  suited  for  public  representation," 

the  sole'  right  to  represent  the  same,  does  not  include  a  mere  exhibition, 
spectacle  or  arrangement  of  scenic  effects  having  no  literary  character — 
the  same  not  being  a  "  dramatic  composition  "  vrithin  the  meaning  of  the 
act.    Id. 

4.  The  act  aforesaid  purports  only  to  apply  to  dramatic  compositions 
"  suited  to  public  representation,"  and  therefore  it  ought  not  to  be  con- 
strued to  protect  the  proprietor  of  a  composition  of  an  immoral  or  inde- 
cent, character,  in  the  exclusive  right  to  represent  the  same.    Id. 

5.  In  the  exercise  of  its  power  to  secure  "to  authors  and  inventors  the 
exclusive  right  to  their  respective  writings  and  discoveries,"  (Con.  Art. 
I,  §  8,  sub.  8),  Congress  may  discriminate  in  favor  of  good  morals,  and 
against  vice.    Id. 

6.  The  power  aforesaid  is  conferred  on  Congress,  not  generally,  but  only 
as  a  means  to  this  particular  end — "  To  promote  the  progress  of  science 
and  useful  arts  " — therefore,  it  seems  that  it  does  not  extend  to  writings 
of  a  grossly  immoral  or  indecent  character,  or  to  inventions  expressly 
designed  to  facilitate  the  commission  of  crime.    Id. 

COEPOBATION. 

1.  The  corporate  name  of  a  corporation  is  a  trade-mark  from  the  necessity 
of  the  thing,  and  upon  every  consideration  of  private  justice  and  public 
policy  deserves  the  same  consideration  and  protection  from  a  Court  of 
equity.    Newby  v.  0.  C.  B.  Co.,  609. 

2.  A  corporate  name  is  a  necessary^  element  of  a  corporation's  existence, 
and  any  act  which  produces  uncertainty  or  confusion  concerning  such 
name,  is  well  calculated  to  injuriously  affect  the  identity  and  business  of 
the  corporation.    Id. 

3.  The  right  to  a  corporate  name  does  not  rest  in  parol,  but  is  shown  by 
the  record  and  is  triable  by  inspection  thereof  in  any  form  of  proceeding 
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—therefore  a  Court  of  equity  will  not  refuse  to  enjoin  the  use  of  such 
name  because  the  right  to  the  same  has  not  been  established  at  law.   Id. 

4.  The  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  the  use  of  a  corporate  name  does  not  depend 
upon  the  insolvency  of  the  defendant. 

5.  The  insolvency  of  a  corporation,  the  legality  of  the  subscription  to  its 
capital  stock,  and  the  validity  of  its  organization  generally,  may  be  judi- 
cially investigated,  whenever  and  wherever  such  investigation  becomes 
material  to  the  determination  of  the  rights  of  third  persons,  who  are  par- 
ties to  a  judicial  proceeding  before  the  Court.    Id. 

6.  Where  a  creditor  of  a  corporation,  as  a  bondholder,  has  a  lien  upon  a 
grant  of  land  or  other  property  owned  or  claimed  by  such  corporation, 
and  another  corporation  is  wrongfully  using  such  corporation's  name 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  such  grant  of  land,  such  creditor  may 
maintain  a  suit  in  equity  to  enjoin  such  other  corporation  from  such 
wrongful  use  of  his  corporation's  name.     Id. 

7.  An  agreement  by  a  corporation  to  prefer  its  bondholder  in  the  disposition 
of  50  per  centum  of  the  proceeds  of  its  lands,  which  may  *e  sold  before 
such  bond  becomes  due,  does  not  give  such  bondholder  a  lien  upon  the 
corporation  lands.    Id. 

8.  Quere,  can  a  mere  bondholder  of  a  corporation  maintain  a  suit  to  enjoin 
another  corporation  from  doing  unlawful  acts  which  depreciate  the  con- 
ventional value  of  such  bond  in  the  market.  Id. 
9.  In  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  use  of  a  corporate  name,  the  corporation  whose 
name  is  alleged  to  be  wrongfully  used  must  be  a  party  plaintiff  or  defend- 
ant, but  if  such  corporation  refuse  to  bring  euch  suit  upon  request, 
its  bondholder  or  creditor  may  do  so,  and  make  such'  corporation  a 
party  defendant.    Id.  ' 

Municipal,  See  Equity,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9. 
Foreign,  See  Saib  of  Ships,  1,  2. 

COUNTER  CLAIM. 
See  Post  Mabtbb. 

COURTS. 
Jurisdiction  of.  See  Jubisdiction. 
See  DivoECB,  1;  Equity,  4,  5,  9;  Evidence,  2;  Parent  and  Child. 

COVENANTS. 
1.  The  assignee  of  a  covenant  for  title,  may  maintain  a  suit  to  enforce  the 
performance  of  such  covenant,  against  the  heir  of  the  covenantor,  to  the 
extent  of  the  interest  inherited,  although  such  covenant  was  the  jomt 
'  covenant  of  the  ancestor  and  another,  and  such  heir  is  not  named  therein. 
Fields  V.  Squires,  366. 
2    A  covenant  which  runs  with  the  land,  is  divisible  into  as  many  parts  or 
■  interests  as  the  land  itself  may  be  divided  by  subsequent  successive  con- 
veyances, and  the  grantee  of  each  parcel  of  interest  may,  as  to  the  same, 
44 
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maintam  suit  upon  suoli  oqvenant  against  tlie  original  covenantor,  or  his 
legal  representatives.    Id.  ^ 

3.  On  June  25,  1850,  no  law  had  been  passed  by  Congress  for  the  disposal 
of  the  public  lands  in  Oregon,  and  it  was  well  known  to  all  persons  resi- 
dent therein,  that  no  one  had  an  interest  in  such  lands,>  except  the  bare 
possession,  and  on  said  day  Lownsdale,  Coffin  and  Chapman  by  their 
deed,  wherein  they  described  themselves  as  proprietors  of  the  town  of 
Portland,  Oregon,  for  a  valuable  consideration  "  thereby  released,  quit- 
claimed and  confirmed"  unto  said  Chapman,  block  G  in  said  town,  and 
delivered  him  the  possession  thereof:  said  deed  contained  two  covenants 
— one  of  warranty  against  all  claims,  the  United  States  excepted,,  and  the 
other  to  convey  the  title  of  the  United  States  if  the  covenantors  obtained 
the  same;  Seld,  that  the  grantee  in  said  deed  took  nothiiig  thereby,  ex- 
cept the  actual  interest  of  the  grantors  at  the  time — the  possession.    Id. 

i.  By  the  first  of  said  covenants,  Lownsdale,  and  those  claiming  under 
him,  are  rebutted  from,  claiming  any  interest  in  block  G,  however  ac- 
quired, 6«cept  an  interest  or  title  derived  from  the  United  States.    Id. 

5.  Nancy  Lownsdale,  the  wife  of  a  settler  under  section  4  of  the  donation 
Act  died  intestate,  after  the  provisions  of  such  act  had  been  complied 
with,  and  before  the  issuing  of  a  patent  for  the  donation,  leaving  her 
husband  ,and  four  children  living :  Held,  that  her  estate  in  the  land  was 
a  qualified  fee,  and  terminated  with  her  life,  and  that  the  remainder  was 
given  by  said  section  4  directly  to  said  husband  and  children  in  equal 
parts,  who  took  the  same  as  thfe  donees  of  the  United  States,  and  not  as 
the  heirs  of  said  Nancy;  and  that  the  interest  thus  acquired  by  said  hus- 
band, is  within  the  second  of  said  covenants — the  one  for  further  assur- 
ance.   Id. 

6.  A  covenant  to  convey  a  particular  title  if  after  acquired  by  the  covenan- 
tor may  be  enforced  by  a  suit  in  equity,  if  such  covenantor  neglect  to 
perform  the  same,  without  a  prior  demand  and  refusal.    Id. 

.  7.   The  possession  delivered  with  the  deed  of  June  25,  1850,  was  a  sufficient 

estate  to  carry  the  coveiiants  therein  to  the  assignee  thereof.    Id. 
8  The  prohibition  contained  in  the  proviso  to  section  4  of  the  donation  Act, 
does  not  include  covenants  or  contracts  made  prior  to  the  passage  of  such 
act.    Id. 
9.   The  deed  of  June  25,  1850,  is  not  within  section  6  of  the  act  of  Septem- 
ber 29,  1849,  to  regulate  conveyances,  and  therefore  cannot  be  construed 
as  containing  any  covenants  not  specially  set  forth  therein.     Id. 
See  CoNTBAOTS,  4. 

CBEDITORS. 
See  Mabeied  Women,  6  to  17;  Bankbupict,  32,  50;  Attachment,  1,  2. 

CEIMINAL  LAW. 
1.  Upon  an  indictment  for  perjury,  an  affidavit  of  the  defendant's  directly 
contradicting  the  one  upon  which  the  peljury  is  assigned,  is  not  siiffi- 
cient  evidence  of  the  falsity  of  the  latter.     U.  S.  v.  Mayer,  127. 
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2.  TJiider  the  Internal  Reveuvie  Act  of  J,me  30,  1864  (13  Stat.  239),  a  mer- 
chant in  maldng  his  statement  of  income,  is  entitled  to  deduct  from  his 
gi-oss  profits  the  bad  debts  made  dm'ing  the  year  to  which  the  statement 
relates,  or  such  as  appear  to  be  bad  at  the  end  of  the  year.    Id. 

3.  The  falsity  of  the  oath  upon  which  perjury  is  assigned  may  be  shown  by 
the  books  and  papers  qf  the  defendant,  kept  under  his  control  and  sub- 
ject to  his  inspection.    Id. 

4.  Effect  to  be  given  to  the  testimony  of  hostile  or  friendly  witnesses.    Id. 

5.  Evidence  of  good  character,  effect  of,  upon  trial  of  a  criminal  charge. 
Id. 

6.  A  sale  of  spirituous  liquors,  without  a  license  therefor  first  obtained,  is 
a  violation  of  section  73  of  the  act  of  June  30,  1864  (13  Staf.  249),  al- 
though the  party  making  such  sale  intended  at  the  time  to  give  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof  to  the  sanitary  commission  or  other  charitable  use.  U. 
S.  V.  Bodge,  186. 

7.  Reputation  is  competent  proof  of  the  name  of  a  person,  place  or  house; 
and,  therefore,  upon  the  trial  of  an  indictment  against  one  Dodge  for 
selling  liquor  without  license,  the  government  was  allowed  to  prove  that 
the  house  where  the  witness  bought  the  liquor  was  called  Dodge's,  and 
that  the  name  of  the  man  who  kept  it  was  called  Dodge.    Id. 

8.  Power  and  duty  of  a  jury  in  judging  of  the  credibility  of  witnesses,,  and 
the  value  or  effect  of  evidence.     Id. 

9.  An  indictment,  in  which  there  is  a  joinder  of  offences  or  offenders,  so 
far  as  the  jury  are  concerned  is  to  be  considered  as  a  several  one  as  to 
each  of  such  offences  or  offenders.     U.  S.  v.  Davenport,  264. 

10.  When  an  indictment  contains  two  or  more  counts  upon  distinct  offences 
or  upon  different  statements  of  theteame  offence,  the  jury  may  find  a  ver- 
dict of  guilty  or  not  guilty  upon  any  or  all  of  such  counts,  and  if  there  is 
any  count  upon  which  they  are  not  agreed,  they  may  be  discharged  with- 
out giving  a  verdict  thereon;  and  such  count  will  stand  for  re-trial.    Id. 

11.  The  verdict  of  a  jury  regularly  given  is  presumed  to  be  right  until  the 
contrary  appears,  and  should  be  sustained  by  the  Court,  if  the  evidence, 
by  any  fair  construction,  wilT  warrant  such  a  finding.  U.  H.  v.  Randall, 
524. 

12.  False  .and  contradictory  statements  by  the  defendant  about  tlie  material 
circumstances  of  the  crime  with  which  he  is  charged,  are  badges  of 
guilt.     Id.  ■ 

13.  The  falsification  of  records  by  the  defendant,  with  reference  to  a  matter 
in  which  he  is  charged  or  'suspected  of  wrong-doing  or  liable  to  be  so 
suspected  or  charged,  is  strong  presumptive  evidence  of  guilt.    Id. 

14.  Special  circumstances  not  consistent  with  defendant's  innocence,  together 
Vfith  a  particular  opportunity  and  temptation  to  commit  the  crime 
charged,  to  be  considered  in  support  of  verdict  of  guilty.     Id. 

15.  Section  2  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1868(13  Stat.  500),  regulating  perempt- 
ory challenges  in  criminal  cases,  does  not  give  the  right  to  such  challenge, 
except  in  capital  cases,  because  when  the  act  was  passed  such  right 
did  not  exist  by  law  in  any  other  cases,  but  was  only  pei-mitted  by  rule  of 
Court.    Id. 
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16.  "When  it  appears  from  the  evideiioe  that  the  defendant  has  made  a  false 
statement  about  the  circumstances  of  the  commission  of  a  crime,  with 
which  he  is  charged,  he  may  show  that  he  had  good  reason  to  believe  at 
the  time  the  statement  was  true.    Id. 

17.  Gold  dust  in  packages  not  weighing  more  than,  four  pounds  and  paying 
letter  postage,  is  mailable  matter,  and  whether  it  is  not,  under  section  12 
of  the  act  of  July  1,  1864  (13  Stat.  337),  any  person  employed  in  the  post, 
office  who  steals  the  same  from  a  letter  in  the  mail,  is  guilty  of  a  crime. 
Id.  '• 

COURTESY. 
See  Mabbied  Women,  1,  4. 

CUSTOMS. 
See  Eetentje,  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7, 8. 

DAMAGES. 
Measure  of.  See  False  Impeisonment,  1,  2,  3. 
For  goods  lost  at  sea.  See  AoMiEALTr,  4,  5. 

DEBT. 
See  Bankbuptci,  20,  21,  22. 

DEDICATION. 

1.  A  dedication  to  public  uses,  by  a  release,  upon  condition  that  a  pending 
suit  concerning  the  premises  shall  be  dismissed,  does  not  take  effect  in 
case  said  suit  is  not  dismissed.    Lovmsdale  v.  City  of  Portland,  et  al.  1. 

2.  A  dedication  to  public  uses  by  a  release,  without  covenants,  by  a  person 
who  is  a  mere  occupant  of  the  public  land,  without  other  estate  or  inter- 
est therein  than  the  bare  possession,  does  not  bind  an  after-acquired 
estate  in  the  same  premises.    Id. 

3.  A  dedication  of  land  in  Oregon  to  public  use  by  an  occupant  thereof, 
prior  to  September  27,  1850,  does  not  bind  or  estop  a  sijbBequent  occu- 
pant of  the  same  lands.     Lovmsdale  v.  City  of-Ponland  et  al,  39. 

4.  The  exhibition  or  publication  of  a  map  or  plan  of  a  town  by  the  pro- 
prietor thereof,  upon  which  certain  spaces  are  marked  as  streets  and 
public  squares,  is  evidence  of  a  dedication  of  such  spaces  to  public  use 
as  streets  and  squares,    /d, 

5.  When  a  dedication  of  ground  to  public  uses  is  attempted  to  be  established 
by  proof  of  casual  conversatioiis  and  remarks  by  the  owner,  susceptible 
of  various  meanings  and  constructions,  such  proof  should  be  closely 
scrutinized,  and  unless  in  harmony  with  the  estabUshed  circumstances 
of  the  case,  but  little  heeded.    Id. 

6.  As  against  the  general  owner,  a  dedication  of  land  to  public  use  is  not  to 
be  presumed,  but  must  be  proved;  and  when  the  evidence  consists  of 
the  parol  acts  and  declarations  of  such  owner,  they  ought  to  be  of  such 
public  and  deliberate  character  as_  to  be  generally  known  and  not  of 
doubtfui  import.    Id. 
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7.  The  adoption,  by  the  Common  Council  of  Portland,  of  a  map  upon 
which  Front  sti-eet  is  represented  as  being  bounded  by  two  parallellines, 
so  as  not  to  include  a  strip  of  land  lying  between  it  and  the  WaUamet 
river  on  the  east,  is  Hi  solemn  admission  by  the  corporation  of  Portland 
that  said  strip  of  land  is  not  a  part  of  Front  street.    Id. 

8.  A  release  without  covenants  by  a  party  inipossession  does  not  affect  an 
after-acquired  estate  in  the  same  lands  by  the  releasor.    Id. 

9.  A  dedication  of  land  to  public  uses  by  parties  in  possession  thereof,  prior 
to  the  passage  of  the  Donation  Act  of  September  27,'1850  (9  Stat.  496), 
does  not  aflfeot-such  land  in  the  hands  of  other  persons  who  may  suc- 
ceed them  in  such  possession.  Chapman  v.  School  Distrkit  No.  1,  et  al., 
139. 

10.  Although  by  the  terms  of  the  Donation  Act,  the]land  is  granted  to  the 
settler,  in  consideration  of  his  occupation  thereof,  prior,  as  well  as  sub- 
sequent to  the  passage  of  such  act,  the  grant  itself  does  not  take  effect 
prior  to  or  relate  back  beyond  such  passage,  andtherefore ,  a  parol  dedica- 
tion or  quitclaim  to  pubUc  use  of  a  portion  of  such  laud  by  such  settler, 
prior  to  the  passage  of  such  act,  does  not  affect  the  after  acquired  estate  in 
the  premises.    Id. 

11.  A  dedication  by  parol,  being  an  attempt  to  pass  an  interest  in  lands, 
contrary  to  the  statute  of  frauds,  should  not  be  allowed,  unless  plainly 
proven,  and  ought  not  to  be  inferred  from  facts  not  inconsistent  with  a 
contrary  conclusion.    Id. 

12.  A  multitude  are  no  more  meritorious  in  the  eyes  of  the  law,  than  a  sin- 
gle person,  and  it  ought  not  to  be  presumed  that  the  latter  'has  parted 
with  his  property,  without  benefit  to  himself,  because  a  whole  community, 
however  numerous,  lay  claim  to  it.     Id. 

13.  A  dedication  to  public  uses,   alleged  to  have  been  made  within  the 
>  memory  of  living  witnesses,  cannot  be  proved  by  reputation.    Id. 

See  EsTOPPEii,  1. 

.  DEED. 
See  CovBNASTS,  1,  2,  3;  Mabbibd ■Women,  4,  7, 8,  9, 12, 15, 16;  ITiidum  Pactum. 

DELIVERY. 
See  Common  Caebieb,  4,  6,  7,  8,' 9;  Attachment,  3. 

DEMUKBEE. 
See  Pleadings,  1,  2,  3,  4,  9,  10,  13,  15,'  16,  17,  20,  2.1,  22,  24,  26,  27,  28,  29. 

DEPOSITION. 
See  Bankbttptot,  29,  30. 

DESERTION. 
See  Habecs  Cobpus,  2,  3. 
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DILIGENCE 
Of  Master  and  Crew,  See  Admiealtt,  4,  5;  Common  Caekiek,  2,  9. 

DISCHA.BGE. 

See  Banketjptcy,  7  to  14,  39  to  47. 

DISTBICT  ATTORNEY. 

1.  The  Act  of  March  3,  1863,  section  11  (12  Stat.  741),  does  not  give  Dis- 
trict Attorneys  a  per  centum  on  the  amount  of  a  judgment  or  decree  ob- 
tained by  them  in  favor  of  ihe  United  States,  but  only  upon  the  sum 
actually  collected  or  realized  thereon.     The  Pacific,  192. 

2.  The  words  "coUeoted"  and  "realized,"  as  used  in  said  section,  are 
substantially  synonymous;  and  money  is  not  "  realized  "  by  the  United 
States  within  the  meaning  of  the  same,  until  it  lias  received  the  same  or 
the  benefit  of  it.    2d!. 

3.  Amount  allowed  District  Attorney  for  attending  an  examination  to  pro- 
cure remission  of  a  forfeiture  under  section  50  of  the  Collection  Act  of 
March  2,  1799  (1  Stat.  665).    Id. 

DIVOBCE. 

1.  In  a  suit  for  a  divorce,  the  statute  of  California  (Hittell's  Laws,  §2,  410), 
gives  the  Court  power  to  make  such  order  for  "  the  maintenance  and  edu- 
eaiion  of  the  children  of  the  marriage,  as  may  be  just:"  Held,  that  as  a 
proper  means  of  exercising  this  po-yyer,  the  Court  may  award  the  custody 
of  such  children  to  either  parent;  and  that  although  such  award  may 
appear  unauthorized  by  such  statute  as  construed  in  another  forum,  it 
cannot  be  questioned  in  such  forum  collaterally.    Bennett  v.  Bemteti,  299. 

2.  The  domicil  of  the  wife  follows  that  of  the  husband  dujlng  the  exist- 
ence of  the  marriage  relation,  but  a  divorce  leaves  th|e  wife  at  liberty  to 
choose  her  own  domicil,  and  therefore  where  parties  living  in  California 
where  divorced,  and  the  man  removed  to  Oregon  and  acquired  a  domicil 
here  while  the  woman  remained  in  CaUfornia,  they  became  citizens  of 
different  States,  and  the  latter  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  former 
in  the  National  Courts  in  Oregon,  on  account  of  such  difference  of  citi- 
zenship.   Id. 

3.  A  decree  of  divorce,  given  in  a  Court  of  California,  which  provides  that 
it  may  be  modified  upon  the  application  of  either  pariy — sufficient  cause 
being  shown  therefor — is  not  a  temporary  decree;  and  the  presumption 
is  that  it  remains  unchanged,  which  presumption  can  only  be  overcome 
by  record  evidence  to  the  contrary.    Id. 

DOMICIL. 
See  DivoECB,  2. 

DONATION  ACT. 
See  Lands  Public;  Covenant,  5,  8;  Dedication,  3,' 9,  10. 
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DUEESS. 
1.  An  illegal  demand  paid  under  duress  of  property  may  be  recovered  back; ' 
but  real  property  is  not  in  duress  unless  there  be  an  .illegal  demand 
made  against  the  owner,  coupled  with  a  present  power  or  authority,  in 
the  person  making  such  demand,  to  sell  or  dispose  of  the  same,  if   pay- 
ment is  not  made  as  demanded.    Mariposa  Co.  v.  Bowman,  228. 

DUTIES. 
Goods  subject  to,  See  Bevenue,  1  to  10;  Taxes,  2. 

EASEMENTS. 
See  Dedication. 

EJECTMENT, 
See  Pleadings,  i  to  9,  17  to  21. 

ENGINEER. 
Unlicensed,  See  Contbacts,  3. 

EQUITY. 

1.  Where  the  title  of  the  complainant,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  is  not 
.doubtful  or  suspicious,  equity  will  take  jurisdiction  and  decre e  partition, 

■whether  the  complainant  be  in  the  actual  possession  or  not;  but  inthe 
case  of  an  alleged  legal  title,  if  either  of  these  objections  appear,  it  is 
usual  to  send  the  complainant  to  a  Court  of  law,  to  try  his  title,  and  re- 
tain the  suit  to  await  the  result;  and  in  case  of  an  equitable  title  a  Court 
of  eqxiity  first  ascertains  the  title,  and  if  found  for  the  complainant,  then 
makes  partition.     Lamb  et  al.  t.  Starr  et  al.,  350. 

2.  The  possession  of  one  tenant  in  common,  is  that  of  his  co-tenant,  and 
where  possession  is  necessary,  such  co-tenant  may  maintain  a  suit  for 
partition  upon  such  possession.     Id. 

3.  In  equity  a  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  plead  more  than  one  plea  with- 
out leave  of  the  Court,  and  such  leave  wiU  only  be  given  when  thei 
necessity  therefor  is  obvious.    Id. 

4.  The  jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of  equity  io  remove  a  cloud  upon  title  to  real 
property,  is  confined  to  instances  where  the  instrument  or  proceeding 
complained  of  appears  to  be  valid  on  its  face,  but  is  in  fact  void  or  in- 
valid, for  some  reason  or  matter,  which  can  only  be  shown  by  extrinsic ' 
evidence;  but,  'sembk,  that  such  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  prevent  a  cloud 
being  cast  upon  title  to  real  property,  without  reference  to  the  fact 
whether  such  instrument  or  proceeding  appears  to  be  valid  on  its  face 
or  not".    Goulson  et  dl.  v.  City  of  Portland  et  al.,  481. 

5.  A  Court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  a  municipal  corporation 
•from  committing  a  breach  of  trust  concerning  property  or  franchises 
held  by  it  for  the  inhabitants  thereof,  but  an  ordinance  providing  for 
levying  a.  tax  is  an  exercise  of  legislative  power,  in  the  enactment  of 
which  such  corporation  acts  liot  as  a  trustee,  but  as  a  local  government, 
exercising  a  portion  of  the  supreme  power  of  the  State.     Id. 
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6.  A  Court  of  equity  will  enjoin  a  municipal  corporation  from  unlawfully 
issuing  interest  coupons,  payable  through  a  period  of  twenty  years,  and 
levying  a  tax  for  the  payment  thereof,  upon  the  complaint  of  an  owner 
of  property  liable  tO'  such  "tax,  so  as  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits. 
Id. 

7.  Where  a  municipal  corporation  which  has  power  to  construct  public 
buildings,  but  is  forbidden  "  to  raise  money  for  or  loan  its  credit  to  or  in 
aid  "  of  any  private  corporation,  passes  an  ordinance  providing  for  con- 
tracting with  a  railway  company  for  the  erection  of  public  buildiugs,  a 
Court  has  no  power  to  inquire  whether  the  real  object  of  such  ordinance 
is  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  such  buildings  or  to  raise  money, 
etc.,  in  aid  of  said  railway  company.    Id. 

8.  Section  135  of  the  charter  of  Portland,  prohibited  the  city  from  contract- 
ing an  indebtedness  exceeding  $50,000:  Seld,  that  an  ordinance  assum- 
ing a  liability  of  $350,000,  to  be  paid  in  semi-annual  installments  in  the 
course  of  twenty  years,  although  it  provided  for  the  payment  of  such 
installments  by  the  levy  of  taxes  as  they  fell  due,  was  in  violation  of  such 
section  and  void.    Id. 

9.  A  Court  of  equity  has  no  power  to  restrain  a  niunicipal  corporation  in 
the  disposition  or  management  of  taxes  collected  under  a  void  ordinance, 
on  the  complaint  of  a  single  property  holder  therein.    Id. 

See  CovBNAtiTs. 

ESTOPPEL. 

1.-  A  decree  in  a  suit  between  P.,  a  lot-holder  in  the  town  of  Portland,  and 
L.,  C.  and  C,  se);tlers  upon  the  Portland  land  claim,  declaring  a  certain 
strip  of  land  to  have  been  dedicated  to  the  public,  cannot  be  pleaded  as 
an  estoppel  in  a  suit  by  the  grantee  of  L.  against  the  town  of  Portland, 
concerning  a  portion  of  the  same  premises — the  municipal  corporation 
and  P.  are  not  privies.    Lownsdale  v.  City  of  Portland  et  al.,  1. 

2.  Estoppel  in  pais,  what  declarations  and  conduct  of  party  insu£ELcient  to 
create.    Fields  v.  Squires  ei  ah,  366. 

See  Dbdicatiow,  3,  11,  13. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  The  Court  has  not  judicial  knowledge  whether  there  are  matches  known 
to  the  arts  and  commerce  othei;  than  those  called  IwAfer  or  fridum,  and 
therefore  not  subject  to  duty.     Z7.  8.  v.  Walsh,  281. 

2.  The  iJational  and  State  Courts  not  being  foreign  to  one  ainother,  as  the 
State  Courts  are,  but  subordinate  parts  of  a  complete  system  of  govern- 
ment, with  limited  and  separate  jurisdictions,  and  the  former  having 
judicial  knowledge  of  the  laws  of  the  several  States,  and,  therefore  of  the 
mode  of  authenticating  the  judicial  records  thereof:  SembU,  that  the  act 
of  May  26,  1790  (1  Stat.  122),  prescribing  the  mode  of  proving  the  judi- 
cial records  of  a  State  when  used  in  another  State,  does  not  apply  to  a 
case  where  such  record  is  sought  to  be  used  in  a  National  Court.  Bexi- 
nett  V.  Bennett',  299. 
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3.  The  certificate  of  a  judge  to  the  form  of  attestation  of  a  clerk  to  a  copy 
of  the  record  of  a  State  Court,  did  not  show  whether  he  was  the  sole 
judge,  cimf  justice  or  presiding  magistrate  thereof,  but  it  appeared  from 
the  laws  of  s;uoh  State  relating  to  the  organization  of  such  Court,  that  it 
consisted  of  a  single  judge:  Eeld,  that  the  authentication  was  sufficient 
under  the  act  of  May  26,  1789  (1  Stat.  122) .    Id.  ' 

4.  The  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  143),  provides  that  a  party  having  an 
interest  in  an  instrument  issued  without  being  stamped,  may  have  a 
stamp  affixed  thereto,  by  applying  to  "  the  collector  of  internal  revenue 
of  the  proper  district."  Qucere,  is  the  proper  district,  the  one  where  the 
instrument  was  issued,  or  wheife  it  is  owned  or  sought  to  be  used?    Id. 

5.  In  equity,  the  general  rule  is  that  the  separate  answer  of  one  defendant 
is  not  evidence  to  support  the  complainant's  cause  as  against  a  co-de- 
fendant; and  the  exceptions  to  this  rule  appear  to  be  limited  to  cases 
where  the  defendants  stand  in  such  relation  to  one  another  as  to  render 
their  admissions  out  of  Court  evidence  against  each  other.  Dick  v. 
SamUtonetal.,  322.  . 

6.  In  considering  the  evidence,  a  jury  is  bound  to  act  deliberately  and  ac- 
cording to  the  dictates  of  reason  and.the  teachings  of  experience.  U.  S. 
V.  Brown,  566. 

7.  The  law  presumes,  and,  until  the  contrary  appears,  juries  are  bound  by 
such  presumption,  that  a  witness  speaks  the  truth.     Id. 

8.  A  box  of  sardines  being  sold  unstamped,  the  presumption  is  that  it  never 
was  stamped,  but  such  presumption  jnay  be  overcome  by  shoWin"g  that 
the  stamp  had  been  lost  or  removed  by  accident,  or  the  like.    Id.      ' 

9.  A  jury  is  not  formed  to  reflect  by  its  verdict  the  state  of  public  opinion 
touching  the  questions  involved  in  the  case  on  trial.    Id. 

10.  Interest  of  a  witness  in  the  result  of  the  action  to  be  considered  by  the 

jury.     Id. 
See  Common  Oaeeibbs,  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  6,  9;  Pilots,  1,  2;  Dedication,  4,  5,  6, 

7,  11,  13;  CBiMiNix  Law,  1,  3,  4,  5,  7,  8,  9, 10,  12,  13,  14,  16;  Action; 

CoKPOBATioN,  3;  Lands   Publiu,  5. 

EXEMPTION. 
Contractor's  tools  not  exempt  from  execution.    See  Bankettpct,  47. 

FALSE  IMPBISONMENT.  • 

1.  In  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  where  the  arrest  complained  of  was 
illegal,  but  was  caused  by  the  defendant,  while  acting  as  commanding 
officer' of  a  military  department  of  the  United  States,  without  maUce  or 
intention  to  injure  or  oppress  the  plaintiff,  but  from  good  motives  and 
considerations  involving  the  public  peace  and  safety.'the  plaintiff  is  only 
entitled'  to  recover  compensatory  damages.  McC(dl  v.  McDowell  et  al, 
233. 

2 .  The  defendant  having  caused  the  arrest  and  imprisonment  of  the  plaint- 
iff,  who  was  a  civilian  and  not  amenable  to  miUtary  law,  it  was  his 
duty  to  make  provision  against  his  being  treated  with  undue  harshness 
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and  severity,  or  subjected  to  any  treatment  or  discipline  not  necessary  and 
proper  to  restrain  him  of  his  liberty  fdr  the  time  being,  and  having  failed 
to  do  so,  and  suffered  the  plaintiff  to  be  confined  in  the  guard,  house, 
with  drunken  soldiers,  and  to  be  compelled  to  labor  in  common  with 
military  culprits,  the  damages  for  the  'false  imprisonment  must  be  en- 
hanced on  account  of  such  treatment.    Id. 

S.  In  an  action  for  false  imprisonment,  the  defendant  by  his  gross  and  in- 
cendiary language  on  the  news  of  the  assassination  of  Abraham  Lincoln, 
the  President  of  the  United  States,,  having  provoked  his  arrest,  though 
the  same  was  illegal,  such  provocation  must  be  taken  into  afeoount  in 
mitigation  of  damages.    Id. 

4.  A  military  subordinate  is  not  liable  in  damages  for  making  an  illegal  ar- 
rest, if  he  acted  in  pursuanoe_of  an  order  from  his  superior,  which  was 
legal  on  its  face;  the  liability  for  the  false  iniprisonment  is  confined  to 
the  ofScer  who  gave  the  order. 

5.  Congress  is,  the  exclusive  judge  of  ''when  in  eases  of  rebellion  or  inva- 
sion "  the  public  service  requires  the  suspension  of  "  the  privilege  of  the 
writ  of  habeas  corpus-"  in  such  case  it  may  suspend  the  priyilege  of  the 
writ  generally  or  in  particular  cases;  and  it  may  suspend  it  diirectly,  or  it 
may  commit  the  matter  within  the  proper  limits,  to  the  judgment  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States.    Id. 

6.  The  practical  object  of  suspending  the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas 
cprpus  being  to  permit  and  authorize  the  arbitrary  arrest  and  imprison- 

.rnent  of  persons  against  whoiA  no  legal  crime  can  be  proved,  but  who 
may  nevertheless  be  actively  engaged  in  fomenting  the  rebellion  or  in- 
,viting  the  invasion  to  the  imminent  danger  of  the  republic,  it  follows  as  a 
necessary  consequence,  that  under  the  power  "  to  make  all  laws  which 
shall  be  necessary  and  proper  to  carry  into  execution  "  the  power  of  sus- 
pension. Congress  may  pass  any  law  necessary  and  proper  to  secure  or 
obtain  this  end,  unless  expressly  prohibited  therefrom  by  the  constitu- 
tion itself.    Id. 

7.  Congress  has  power  to  protect  officers  and  persons  engaged  or  concerned 
in  maMlig  arbitrary  arrests  and  imprisonments,  or  arrests  or  imprison- 
ments without  ordinary  legal  warrant  or  cause,  under  the  authority  or 
in  pursuance  of  an  act  suspending  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  by  the  pas- 
sage of  laws  indemnifying  such  officers. and  persons  against  the  ordinary 
legal  Consequences  thereof,  or  declaring  that  they  shall  not  be  liable  to 
an  action  or  other  legal  proceeding  therefor.    Id. 

8.  Semble,  that  an  act  suspending  the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 
is  itself  a  protection  to  the  officers  or  persons  engaged"  in  making  arrests 
and  imprisonments  thereunder,  against  any  action  or  proceeding  therefor 
by  the  party  arrested  or  imprisoned.    Id. 

9.  The  President  of  the  United  States  has  no  power  to  suspend  the  privi- 
lege of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  except  as  authorized  and  directed  by 
Congress  and  therefore  the  proclamation  of  September  24,  1852,  (13 
Stat.  730),  so  far  as  it  undertakes  to  suspend  such  privilege,  was  unau- 
thorized and  void.    Id. 
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10.  The  act  of  Congress  of  Marcli  3,  1863,  (12  Stat.  755),  authorizing  the 
President  to  suspend  the  privilege  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  the 
proclamation  of  September  15, 1863,  (13  Stat.  134),  suspending  the  same 
in  certain  cases  in  pursuance  of  said  act,  do  not  justify  or  protect  the 
defendant  in  causing  the  arbitrary  arrest,  and  imprisonment  of  the  plaint- 
iff, because  not  done  in  pursuance  of  the  special  authority  or  order  of 
the  President  as  by  said  act  prof  ided,  but  by  the  defendant  of  his  own 
■will  and  judgment,  as  a  matter  necessary  as  he  conceived  to  preserve  the' 
public  peace  in  his  department.    Id. 

11.  Neither  does  the  act  of  May  11,  1866,  (14  Stat.  46),  furnish  a  defence  to 
the  action  for  the  false  imprisonment  by  the  plaintiff,  because  in  causing 
the  arVest  and  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  did  not  act 
under  the  order  of  "  the  President  or  Secretary  of  "War  "  or  other  person 
but  in  obedience  to  what  was  deemed  public  necessity.    Id. 

FOBFEITUEB. 

1.  Sections  2  of  the  act  of  1838  (5  Stat.  304),  and  1  of  the  act  of  1852,  (10 
.    Stat.  61),  which  give  penalty  against  a  steamboat  navigating  the  waters 

of  the  "Dnited  States  in  violation  of  those  acts,  do  not  forfeit  any  inter- 
est in  said  boats  for  such  violations;  but  only  give  the  United  States  a 
right  to  coUect  such  penalty  by  a  proceeding  in  rem  against  the  offending 
boat,  and  until  a  seizure  in  such  proceeding,  the  United  States  has  no 
lien  upon  or  interest  in  such  boat,  by  reason  of  such  violation.  The 
Banier,  438. 

2.  On  an  indictment  for  smuggling,  the  defendant's  recognizance  was  for- 
feited for  failure  to  appear  for  trial  according  to  the  condition  thereof; 
afterwards  the  defendant  appeared  and  submitted  to  a  trial,  but  the 
jury  being  unable  to  agree,  were  discharged  without  giving  a  v.erdict;  on 
anapplication  by  such  defendant,  under  section  6  of  the  act  of  February 
28,  1839  (5  Stat.  322),  to  the  Court  for  the  remission  of  such  forfeiture: 
Hdd  that  it  appearing  to  the  Court  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  the 
crime  charged,  and  that  the  amount  forfeited  was  not  commensurate 
with  the  punishment  deserved,  that  public  justice  required  the  forfeiture 
to  be  enforced.  U.  8.  v.  Meroer  et  al,  502.  , 
Of  wages.    See  Conteaots,  2,  3,  Seamen,  1,  2,  Eevbitoe,  1,  2,  8. 

FEAUD. 
See  Attachmekt,  1,  2,  Banzbuptc,  4„5,  6,  13,  18;  30,  38,  39,  44,  51,  52; 

Aeeest,  4. 

FEAUDULENT  CONVEYANCE. 
See  Makeied  Women. 

GEANT. 
See  Lands,  Pubuc. 
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HABEAS  COEPtrs. 

1.  The  term  State,  as  used  in  section  1  of  the  act  for  the  government  of  sea- 
men in  the  merchant  service  (1  Stat.  131),  includes  a  territory  of  the  . 
United  States.    In  re  Bryant,  118. 

2.  The  agent  of  the  master  in  shipping  a  crew  cannot  also  act  as  the  agent 
of  a  seaman  and  sign  his  name  to  the  shipping  articles,  and  in  such  case 
the  seaman  is  not  liable  to  be  arrested  for  desertion,  under  section  7  of 
the  act  aforesaid.    Id: 

S:  SemUe,  that  a  seaman  is  liable  for  desertion  under  section  7  aforesaid, 
who  has  signed  a  contract  for  a  voyage  containing  the  particulars  speci- 
fied in  section  1  of  the  act  aforesaid,  although  such  voyage  is  not  under- 
taken to  a  foreign  port  nor  in  a  vessel  of  fifty  tons  burthen,  and  to  a  port 
in  a  State  other  than  an  adjoining  one  from  the  port  of  departure.  Id. 
See   False   Impeisonment,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10;   Paeent  and  Child;  Jubisdio- 

TION,  10,  11. 

HEIKS. 
See  Covenant,  5. 

HIGHWAYS. 
See  Dedication,  i,  7. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
See  Mabbied  Women. 

IMMOBAIi  CQPTBIGHT. 

See  COPYBIGHT. 

IMPEISONMENT. 
See  Abbest,  2,  3,  4. 

INDICTMENT. 
See  Obiminaij  Law,  1,  9,  10. 

INJUNCTION. 
1.  Section  10  of  the  act  of  March  2,  1867  (14  Stat.  152),  amends  section  19 
of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  475),  by  adding  thereto  as  foUows: 
"  \nd  no  suit  for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the' assessment  or  collection 
of  tax  shall  be  maintained  in  any  Court:"  Eeld,  that  this  prohibition  in- 
cluded a  suit  to  restrain  the  collection  of  any  sum  by  authority  of'  the 
United  States,  having  the  form  and  color  of  a  taK,  by  any  means  author- 
ized by  law  for  the  collection  of  taxes.  MowUmd  v.  Angdl  et  al.,  413. 
See  CoPYBiGHT,  1,  2;  Equity,  5,  6,  7,  8,  9;  Ooepobation,  3,  4,  9. 

INSOLVENCY. 
See  OoEPOEATioN,  5,  6. 
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JETTISOU. 
See  Admiealtt,  4,  5. 

JUDICIAL  KNOWLEDGE. 
See  Bankrtoioy,  26;  Etidenoe.I,  2. 

JUKISDICTION. 

1.  The  decree  pronounced  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  late  Territory  ol 
Oregon,  at  the  term  of  June,  1854,  in  the  suit  of  Parrish  v.  Lowmdule 
Coffin  and  Chapman  is  void,  because  neither  party  to  tbe-suit  had  any 
interest  in  the  land  in  controversy  by  which  the  Court  could  obtain 
junsdiotiou  to  make  the  same.    Zownsdale  v.   City  of  Portland  et  al,  1. 

2.  The  decree  in  the  Parrish  suit  was  not  a  decree  in  rem,  but  in  personam,  . 
and  the  manner  of  pleading  it  cannot  change  its  character  in  this  respect'. 


Id. 


3. 


The  Act  of  Congress  of  August  14,  1848  (9  Stat.  323),  organising  the 
Territory  of  Oregon  did  not  extend  the  Act  of  May  23,  1844  -(5  Stat. 
657).  Commonly  caUed  the  Town  Site  Law,  over  the  Territory;  but  the 
first  Act  of  Congress  affecting  the  title  or  disposition  of  Jands  in  Oregon 
was  that  of  September  27,  1850,  (9  Stat.  497)  commonly  called  the  Dona- 
tion Act.    Id. 

4.  Where  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  are  aliens,  the  judicial  power  of  the 
United  States  does  not  extend  to  the  case,  on  account  of  the  character 
of  the  parties  thereto.    Bxnckley  v.  Syrm  et  al.,  224. 

5.  Where  the  action  is  between  a  citizen  of  a.State  and  the^ubject  of  a  for- 
eign State,  the  Court  has  jurisdiction,  on  account  of  the  character  of  the 
parties,  without  a  reference  to  the  fact  of  which  of  them  is  plaintiff  or- 
defendant.    Id. 

6.  Notwithstanding  the  order  of  a  State  Court  allowing  a  petition  for  re- 
moval of  a  cause  to  an  United  States  Circuit  Court,  the  National  Court 
nrast  determine  for  itself  the  question  of  its  jurisdiction,  and  if  it  appears 
that  any  of  the  defendants,  are  not  entitled  to  such  removal,  the  cause 
as  to  them  must  be  remanded.    Field  v.  Lovmsdale,  et  al.,  288. 

7.  An  application  to  a  State  Court  for  removal  of  a  cause  need  not  be 
made  at  the  same  time  by  all  the  defendants,  though  under  the  construc- 
tion given  to  section  i2  of  the  Judiciary  Act  (1  Stat.  79),  aU  the  defend-* 
ants  must  have  been  entitled  to  such  removal.    Id. 

8.  Certain  defendants  not  served  or  appearing  in  the  State  Court  when  an 
order  of  removal  was  made,  are  not  affected  by  it,  and  as  to  them  the 
cause  is  still  pending  in  that  Court,  and  must  be  removed  by  its  order 
upon  the  petition  of  such  defendants,  before  they  can  come  into  the  na- 
tional Court.    Id. 

9.  The  act  of  July  27,  1866  (14  Stat.  306),  gives  each  defendant  in  a  cause 
the  right  of  removal  without  reference  to  the  statvs'of  his  co-defendant, 
"if  the  suit  is  one  in  which  there  can  be  a  final  determination  of  the 
controversy,"  so  far  as  it  concerns  him,  without  the  presence  of  the  other 

'  defendants,  as  parties  in  the  cause."    Id. 
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10.  A  suit  to  quiet  title  to  real  property  against  several  defendants,  who,  as 
alleged  in  the  bill,  claim  to  be  the  owners  of  the  same  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon, "is  one  in  which  there  can  be  a  final  determination  of  the  contro- 
versy," as  to  each  defendant,  without  the  presence  of  the  other,  as  a 
party  in  the  cause,  and  therefore  within  the  act  of  July  27,  1866,  afore- 
said.   Id. 

11.  Section  14  of  the  Judiciary  Act  (1  Stat.  81),  which  authorizes  the  Courts 
of  the  United  States  to  issue  writs  of  habeas  corpus,  is  not  restrained  in 
Its  operation  by  the  proviso  thereto  except  in  the  case  of  prisoners  in 
jail  under  or  by  color  of  the  authority  of  a  State  of  the  United  States,  in 
which  case  the  writ  can  only  issue  to  bring  the  prisoner  into  Court  to 
testify.    Bentiett -v.  Bennett, 'idd. 

12.  According  "to  the.  usages  and  principles  of  law,  "mentioned  iii  section 
14  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  the  power  thereby  given  to  the  District  Court  to 
issue  writs  of  habeas  corpus,  may  be  exercised  by  the  judge  thereof  at 
Chambers.    Id. 

13.  The  act  of  July  27,  1866  (14  Stat.  306),  gives  each  defendant  in_a  cause 
the  right  of  removal,  without  reference  to  the  status  of  his  co-defendants, 
"if  the  suit  is  one  on  which  there  can  be  a  final  determination  of  the 
controversy,  so  far  as  it  concerns  him,  without  the  presence  of  the  other 
defendants,  as  parties  in  the  cause."    Fields  v.  larrib  et  al.,  430. 

14.  The  act  of  March  2,  1867  (14  Stat.  558),  does  not  in  any  particular  repeal 
the  act  of-  1866,  supra,  but  is  supplemental  thereto,  andadds  another 
cause  for  removal  of  qases  from  the  State  to  the  National  Courts.    Id. 
See  Bankbupicy,  28;  DrvoECE,  1,  2;  Equity,  4,  5,  9;  Pabent  and  Child. 

JURY. 
See  Cbiminal  Law,  8j  9,  10,  11,  15;  Evldbnoe,  6,  7,  9,  10. 

LANDS,  PUBLIC. 

1.  A  settler  on  the  public  lands  in  Oregon — prior  to  September  27,  1850 — 
held  the  mere  possession  thereof  under  what  was  known  as  the  "  Land 
Law  "  of  the  "  Provisional  Government  of  Oregon;"  the  interest  of  such 
settler  in.  the  land  ceased  with  his  occupation,  and  when  he  abandoned 
or  transferred  the  possession  to  another,'  that  other  took  it  as  though  it 

)»  had  never  been  occupied;  nor  could  thg  first  settler,  by  any  act  of  his, 
charge  such  lands,  in  the  possession  of  the  second  one,  with  any  ease- 
ment or  incumbrance  whatever.    Lownsdale  v.  City  of  ForUand  et  al.,  1. 

2.  The  act  of  May  23,  1844  (5  Stat.  657),  commonly  called  the  Town  Site 
Law,  was  not  in  force  in  Oregon  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of  July 
14,  1854  (10  Stat.  305),  and  an  entry  and  patent  in  pursuance  of  it,  to 
laud  settled  upon  prior  to  that  time  under  the  Donation  Act  of  Septem- 
ber 27,  1850  (9  Stat.  496),  is  simply  void.  Chapman  v.  Sdhkiol  District, 
No.  1  et  al.,  108. 

3..  The  Donation  Act  was  the  first  law  of  Congress  affecting  the  public  lands 
in  Oregon,,  and  it  is  a  grant  in  the  present  and  gives  the  fee  simple  to 
the  donee  thereunder  from  the  date  of  his  settlement;  but,  "until  the 
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complete  performaBce  of  the  conditions  subsequent  to  suoli  settlement, 
the  estate'  granted  is  a  base  or  conditional  fee  and  liable, to  be  defeated 
and  revert  to  the  donor  by  a  failure  to  perform  such  conditions.    Id. 

4.  The  right  of  the  settler  under  the  Donation  Act  to  the  land  claimed  by 
•him,  ultimately  depends  upon  the  settlement  and  the  performance  of  the 

subsequent  conditions  of  residence,  cultivation,  and  proof.    Id. 

5.  The  patent  to  the  settler  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  performance  of 
such  conditions  in  a  Court  of  law  and  prima  facie  in  a  Court  of  equity ;  but   • 
such  patent  cannot  limit  or  restrain  the  estate  granted  by  the  act,  which 
vests  in  the  donor  independently  of  and  prior  to  the  issuing  thereof.    Id. 

6.  A  grant  under  section  4  of  the  Donation  Act  (9  Stat.  497) ,  to  the  children 
of  Nancy  Lownsdale,  the  wife  of  a  settler  under  such  section,  includes 
the  children  of  said  Nancy,  by  a  prior  husband.  Lamb  et  al  v.  Stair 
et  al.,  350. 

7.  The  Donation  Act  does  not  declare  who  are  the  heirs  of  a  settler  or  his 
wife,  under  section  4  thereof,  upon  the  death  of  either,  before  the  is- 
suing of  a  patent,  and  the  grant  over  in  case  of  such  death  to  the  "  chil- 
dren or  heirs  "  of  such  settler  or  wife,  ought  to  be  construed  to  take 
effect  first  in  favor  of  the  former.    Id. 

8.  Under  the  Donation  Act,  a  settler  upon  the  public  lands  in  Oregon, 
might  change  his  location  and  settlement  as  often  as  he  saw  proper, 
before  making  final  proof  and  receiving  a  certificate,  and  in  case  of  his 
death  before  the  completion  of  his  residence  and  cultivatibn,  his  widow 
might  abandon  her  interest  in  his  donation,  and  by  becoming  the  wife 
of  another  settler,Sbe  entitled  to  receive  one  half  of  the  donation  of  the 
latter  husband.    Id. 

9    The  Donation  Act  does  not  include  settlers  upon  the  public  lands,  who 
'  died  before  its  passage-September  27,  1850.    Id.,  s,nA  FUlds^.  Squires 

elal.,  366. 
'  10  In  the  year  1860,  Lownsdale  being  the  owner  of  one  fifth  of  Nancy's 
share  of  their  donation  as  above  stated,  purchased  the  interest  of  Isa- 
beUa  Ellen  one  of  Nancy's  children  and  died  intestate,  in  1862,  leaving 
children-  in  1864,  the  proper  Court  of  the  State  partitioned  s'aid Nancy's 
share  of  the  donation,  by  giving  three  fifths  thereof  to  the  three  children 
of  Nancy  and  th6  other  two  fifths  to  the  heirs  and  vendees  of  said 
Lownsdale,  and  because  of  the  iiequality  of  said  partition,  required  the 
two  fifth  tract  to  pay  a  certain  amount  of  owelty  to  said  children  of 
Nancy:  Beld,  that  by  this  partition,  Nancy's  three  children  were  divested 
of  their  interest  in  the  two  fifth  tracfj,  and  Lownsdale 's  heirs  were  di, 
vested  of  their  interest  in  the  three  fifth  tract,  and  that  Lownsdale  s 
Lor  vendees  of  any  particular  parcel  in  this  two  fifth  tract  neither 
gained  or  lost  by  this  partition,  but  can  only  claim  '"--' ^-'^^f'^^'^^^ 
Ihich  their  deeds  from  Lownsdale  entitle  them  to,  discharged  from  the 
owelty.  Fields  v.  Squires  et  al,  366. 
11  One  half  of  the  land  taken  by  a  married  settler,  -f''''t'1°'^lZ^' 
be  it  more  or  less,  enures  to  the  benefit  of  the  wife;  and  she  takes  the 
sameTn  her  own  kght,  as  the  direct  donee  of  the  United  States,  and  not 
u^ect  to  aiiy  of  the  previous  acts  or  contracts  of  the  husband.    Id. 
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12.  A  gi'ant  to  a  settler  under  the  Donation  Act,  does  not  take  effect  prior  to 
the  passage  of  such  act,  although  made  in  consideration,  or  on  account 
of  prior  residence  and  cultivation  thereon.    Id. 
See  Covenants,  3,  i,  5,  8. 

LANDLOED  AND  TENANT, 
1.   A  tenancy  from  year  to  year  is  not  a  tenancy  at  «)iM,  but  for  a  term — a 
prescribed  and  certain  time.    Parrptt  v.  Barney  et  al.,  405. 

LOTTEET. 

,  See  Eevenue,  14,  15,  16. 

MANUFAOTUEER. 
Who  is.  See  Taxes,  3;  Eevenue,  11. 

MAEEIAGE. 
See  Divoboe;  Mabbied  Women. 

MAEEIED  WOMEN. 

1.  Prior  to  February  14,  1859,  while  Oregon  was  a  territory,  the  common 
law  being  in  force  therein,  the  husband  by  reason  of  the  marriage  be- 
came seized  of  a  freehold  estate  in 'all  the  lands  in  which  his  wife  had  an 
estate  of  inheritance  durii^  the  coveture,  which  could  be  taken  in  execu- 
tion by  his  creditors.    Starr  v.  Mamilton  et  al.,  268. 

2.  The  Constitution  of  Oregon,  which  went  into  effect  February  14,  1859, 
provides  (Art.  XV,  J  5)  that  certain  property  of  every  inarried  woman 
"  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  debts  or  contracts  of  the  husband:"  Held, 
that  this  provision  had  the  effect  as  to  third  persons  at  least,  to  make 
such  property  thereafter  the  wife's  separate  property.    Id. 

.3.  The  separate  property  of  a  married  woman  is  that  of  which  she  has  the 
exclusive  control  and  benefit,  and  its  character  as  such  must  be  imparted 
to  it  bx  the  instrument  or  power  by  which  the  wife  acquires  the  prop- 
erty.   Jd. 

4.  Property  conveyed  to  a  wife  and  her  heirs  by  her  then  husband,  by  an 
ordinary  deed  which  contains  no  terms,  from  which  it  appears  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  grantor  to  exclude  .the  husband,  as  such,  from  the 
benefit  and  control  of  it,  is  not,  by  operation  of  such  deed,  her  sepa- 
rate-property.   Id. 

5.  The  coiistitutional  provision  aforesaid  concerning  certain  property  of 
married  women  was  not  intended  to  operate  retroactively,  go  as  to  affect 
rights  already  vested  in  the  husband;  and  by  Article  XVIII,  J  10,  of  the. 
Constitution,  is  prevented  from  so  doing,' if  it  otherwise  would.    Id. 

6.  Marriage  is  not  a  contract  within  the  purview  of  the  National  Constitution 
but  a  civil  institution  or  relation,  to  be  regulated  and  controlled  by  law, 
so  far  as  the  rights  of  the  parties  thereto  in  the  property  of  each  other  is 
concerned;  and  until  these  become  vested  interests,  the  legislative 
power  may  regulate  the  subject  from  time  to  time,  to  suit  the  wants  of 
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society,  or  the  interests  of  tlie  parties  to  the  relation — therefor  the  pro- 
vision aforesaid  in  relation  to  the  property  of  married  women  applies  to 
marriages  existing  when  it  went  into  force,  so  far  as  after  acquired  prop- 
erty is  concerned.    Id. 

7.  Money  loaned  by  the  wife  to  her  husband  in  1857,  which  came  to  "her  by 
the  sale  of  real  property.inherited  before  that  time,  was,  by  virtue  of  the 
marriage,  the  property  of  the  husband,  and  therefore  where  property  was 
afterwards  purqhased  by  the  husband  and  the  conveyance  therefor  taken 
to  the  wife  for  the  ostensible  purpose  of  reimbursing  the  latter,  it  is  a 
gift  from  the  husband,  and  not  a  purchase  by  the  wife.    Id. 

8.  A  gift  to  the  wife  from  the  husband,  he  acting  in  good  faith  and  being 
solvent  at  the  time,  is  within  the  provision  of  the  Constitution  of  Oregon 
(Art.  XV,  §  5)  concerning  the  property  of  married  women,  and  is  there- 
fore not  "  subject  to  the  debts  and  contracts  of  her  husband."    Id. 

9.  Where  the  wife  purchased  real  property  with  money  received  from  the 
sale  of  her  property,  but  which  had  become  the  husband's  by  virtue  of  the 
marriage,  and  took  a  conveyance  to  herself:  Eeld,  that  although  this  was 
in  effect  a  voluntary  conveyance  from  the  husband  to  the  wife,  it  was 
valid,  if  the  husband  was  solvent  at  the  time,  and  it  was  not  made  with 
intent  to  defraud  subsequent  creditors.    Dick  v.  Hamilton  el  al,  322. 

10.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  a  creditor  of  the  husband's  trusted  him 
upon  the  faith  of  property,  which,  although  occupied  by  him  in  conjunc- 
tion with  his  wife,  appeared  from  the  registry  of  deeds  to  have  been  at 
the  time  the  property  of  the  wife.     Id. 

11.  A  subsequent  creditor  has  no  claim  on  the  property  of  the  wife  for  money^ 
expended  thereon,  unless  it  appear  that  it  was  so  expended  with  intent 
to  defraud  such  creditor.    Id. 

12.  A  conveyance  of  real  property  to  the  wife  by  a  third  person  in  consider- 
ation of  a  release  of  a  right  of  dower  by  the  former  in  certain  other  prop- 
erty, is  a  conveyance  upon  a  consideration  moving  from  the  wife,  and 
vaUd  as  against  the  existing  or  subsequent  creditors  of  the  husband.    Id. 

13  Where  an  insolvent  husband  Uved  with  his  family  in  the  house  of  his 
wife  and  during  the  time  made  repairs  thereon,  so  as  to  keep  it  habitable : 
Edd,  that  the  property  was  not  liable  to  the  creditors  of  the  husband  for 
the  value  of  such  repairs.    Id. 

14  At  common  law  a  married  woman  is  incapable  of  contracting  a  personal 
'   obUgation,  and  therefore  a  conveyance  of  real  property  to  one  m  consid- 
eration of  her  promissory  note  for  the  purchase  money  is  m  effect  a  gilt 
to  her.     Id. 

15.  Where  real  property  is  conveyed  to  the  wife,  to  hold  the  same  free  from 
the  control  of  her  husband  and  for  her  own  separate  use  it  becomes  by 
force  of  the  terms  of  the  conveyance,  her  separate  property,  and  the  hus- 
band d,s  such  has  no  right  in  or  to  it.    Id. 


to  the  wife,  the  husband  being  insolvent,  in  consideration 
of  a  promissory  note  signed  by  the  husband  and  wife  and  secured  by  a 


16.  A  conveyance 
aroi 
45 


690  INDEX. 

mortgage  on  the  separate  property  of  the  latter,  ought,  unless  the  con- 
trary is  shoTO,  to  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  upon  the  faith  of  such 
security.    Id. 

See  Covenant  5. 

MESSENGEB. 
See  Bahtebuftct,  2,   3. 

NEGLIGENCE. 
See  Common  Oabbibb,  2,  3,  9;  Plbadinqs,  3;  ADMiBii<TY,  4,  5. 

NUDUM  PACTUM. 
1.  A  bond  made  by  Lo-wnsdale  and  Coffin,  on  November  26, 1849,  for  a  deed 
to  a  lot,  upon  the  sole  consideration  that  the  obligors  therein — "the 
trustees  of  the  school  and  meeting  house  of  Portland,  and  their  succes- 
sors in  office ' ' — should  do  and  perform  certain  things  in  the  condition 
thereof  -written,  is  a  mere  gratuitous  promise,  until  performance  or  an 
accepted  promise  of  performance  of  such  condition,  and  therefore  will 
not  be  enforce  against  the  obligors  in  equity.  Chapman  v.  School  DU. 
No.  1,  et  al,  139. 

See  CoNTBAOis;  Seamen,  3. 

OFFICEK. 
Military,  when  protected  in  making  illegal  arrests.    See  Faisb  Impbis- 

ONMENT. 

Civil,  See  TENrntE  op  Opfiob. 

ONUS  PKOBANDI. 
See  Common  Cabbibe,  1,  5,  6,  9. 

OEGANIO  ACT. 
1.  The  Act  of  Congress  of  August  14,  1848  (9  Stat.  823),  organizing  the 
Territory  of  Oregon,  did  not  extend  the  Act  of  May  23,  1844  (5  Stat. 
657),  commonly  called  the  Town  Site  Law,  over  the  Territory;  but  the 
first  Act  of  Congress  affecting  the  title  or  disposition  of  lands  in  Oregon 
was  that  of  September  27,  1850,  (9  Stat.  497),  commonly  called  the  Do- 
nation Act.  lownsdale  v.  City  of  Portland  et  al,  1'. 
See  CoNSTEtroTioN,  1;  Lands  Public. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 
1.  Where  one  person  claims  the  legal  right  to  have  the  custody  of  an  in- 
fant child,  and  that  right  is  denied  and  the  custody  of  such  child  with- 
held by  another,  this  constitutes  a  controversy  within  the  purview  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  (Art.  HI,  $  2),  and  if  the  parties 
thereto  be  citizens  of  different  States,  it  is  a  controversy  within  the  jtidi- 
cial  power  of  the  United  States  to  hear  and  determine  by  the  proceed- 
ing known  as  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  299. 
See  DrvoEOE,  1. 
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PARTITION. 
See  Equity,  1,  2;  Lands  Public,  10. 

PATENT. 

1.  A  mode  of  inserting  detachable  teeth  in  circular  saw  plates  upon  circular 
lines,  so  as  to  distribute  the  strain  caused  by  the  point  of  the  tooth  press- 
ing upon  the  wood,_  over  the  whole  surface  of  the  socket  or  recess  in 
which  such  tooth  is  inserted  and  thereby  prevent  the  plate  from  crack- 
ing, is  a  patentable  invention.    Spaulding  v.  Tucker,  649. 

2.  A  patent  is  not  allowed  for  the  mere  exercise  of  mechanical  skill;  the 
patentee  must  add  something  towhatwas'previously  known  or  use"d.  Id. 

3.  If,  after  a  patentee  has  conceived  the  idea  of  his  invention,  and  while  he 
is  in  process  of  developing  and  testing  it,  a  third  person  should  make 
suggestions  to  him  similar  to  the  conception  already  in  his  mind  and 
upon  which  he  was  then  experimenting,  such  suggestion  would  not  affect 
the  originality  of  the  discovery  or  the  validity  of  the  patent.     Id. 

4.  Credibility  of  witnesses  a  matter  of  fact  for  the  jury.    Id.  •  - 

5.  Letters  patent  are  prima /acie  proof  of  the  priority  of  the  patentee's  in- 
vention, and  that  it  is  both  novel  and  useful.    Jd.' 

6.  After  a  patent  has  become  valuable  and  the  subject  of  controversy,  the 
testimony  of  a  witness  who  states,  that  at  a  particular  time  and  place  long 
past,  he  suggested  to  the  patentee  the  fundamental  idea  of  his  invention, 
should  be  acted  upon  by  a  jury  with  care.    Id. 

7.  The  opinions  of  mechanical  experts  are  not  facts  which  bind  the  jury  upon 
a  question  of  identity  of  improvement  or  construction,  but  the  jury  must 
judge  for  themselves  and  find  the  facts  accordingly.    Id. 

8.  Damages  for  infringement  to  be  proved,  not  guessed  at.    Id. 
As  title  to  land,  See  Lauds  Public,  5;  See  Copyeight. 

PENALTY.  , 

See  FoBFBiTUBB,  2;  Abbest,  4. 

PERJURY. 
See  Ceimikal  Law,  1,  3. 

PETITION. 
See  Bankruptcy,  2,  9. 

PILOTS. 

1.  When  a  warrant  to  act  as  pilot  appears  upon  its  face  to  have  been  regu- 
larly issued,  its  vaUdidity  cannot  be  questioned  collaterally,  or  in  a  suit 
between  third  persons.     The  Panama,  27. 

2.  The  possession  and  exhibition  of  the  warrant  authorize  the  master  of  a 
ship  to  treat  the  holder  as  a  duly  constituted  pilot;  and,  as  between  third 
persons,  is  conclusive  evidence  that  the  conditions  which  the  law  at 
tached  to  the  appointment  have  been  complied  with.    Id. 
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3.  Pilotage  being  "  a  rightful  subject  of  legislation, "  the  Territory  of  Wasli- 
ington  has  power  to  pass  pilot  laws.    Id. 

4.  The  Act  of  August  7,  1789  (1  Stat.  54),  is  not  a  grant  of  power  to  the 
States  to  pass  pilot  laws,  but  a  legislative  recognition  that  the  power  is 
conourrrent-  in  the  State  and  the  United  States  until  exercised  by  the 
latter.    Id. 

5.  Does  the  Act  of  Marc^  2,  1837  (5  Stat.  153),  include  a  territory?    Queri/. 

6.  Whenever  Congress  exercises  the  power  of  passing  laws  on  the  subject 
of  pilotage,  so  far  the  power  becomes  exclusive;  and  all  prior  laws  of 
the  States  within  the  purview  of  such  enactments  are  at  once  abrogated 
and  cease  to  have  effect.    Id. 

7.  The  Act  of  August  30,.1852  (10  Stat.  75),  provides  for  the  employment 
of  pilots  on  vessels  propelled  in  whole  or  part  by  steam,  engaged  in 
carrying  passengers  on  any  of  the  bays,  lakes,  rivers,  or  other  navigable 
waters  of  the  United  States.    Id. 

8.  This  Act,  so  far  as  it  goes,  supersedes  all  State  laws  regulating  the  em- 
ployment of  pilots  on  this  class  of  vessels.    Id. 

9.  In  the  construction  of  the  Act  of  Congress  of  1852,  its  operation  is  not 
to  be  restrained  or  limited  because  of  the  pre-existence  of  State  laws 
regulating  the  employment  of  pilots  under  like  circumstances.    Id. 

10.  There  is  no  presumption  that  Congress  did  not  intend  to  abrogate 
the  State  law;  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  power  over  the  subject  bein:g 
paramountly  in  Congress,  and  only  permitted  to  the  States  by  suffrance, 
in  case  of  conflict  between  the  two  the  presumption  is  the  other  way. 
Id. 

11.  The  Pilot  Act  of  the  territory  of  Washington— January  26,  1863— au- 
thorized certain  pilots  to  take  charge  of  vessels  bound  in  or  out  of  the 
Columbia  river,  provided  such  pilot  "  shall  first  show  the  master  his 
warrent:"  Held,  that  the  exhibition  of  the  warrant  to  the  master  was  a 
necessary  part  of  the  tender  of  services,  and  unless  the  same  was  ex- 
pressly waived,  or  intentionally  prevented  or  avoided  by  the  master,  the  • 
pilot  could  not  recover  for  such  tender  of  services.     The  Mldridge,   176. 

12.  By  the  act  of  February  25,  1867  (14  Stat.  411),  a  sea-going  steam  vessel, 
subject  to  the  navigation  laws  of  the  United  States,  when  navigating  any 
of  the  waters  thereof,  is  required  to  be  in  charge  of  a  pilot  licensed  by 
the  inspectors  of  steam  vessels,  but  such  act  is  cumulative,  and  does 
not  annul  or  supersede  a  State  law  requiring  that  such  pilot  when  pi- 
loting such  vessel  within  the  limitS  of  the  State,  should  also  be  licensed 
by  the  Pilot  Commissioners  of  the  State:  The  George  8.  Wright,  591. 
Claims  for  half  pilotage  for  offer  and  refusal  of  services,  are  cases  of 
admiralty  jurisdiction,  and  a  suit  therefore  may  be  maintained  against 
the  vessel  or  master;  and  a  State  Statute  which  provides  that  in  a  certain 
contingency  the  consignee  shall  also  be  liable  therefor,  does  not  affect 
the  jurisdiction  in  admiralty,  but  only  gives  an  additional  remedy 
against  a  third  peron.    Id. 

li:  Suggestions  as  to  the  regulations  of  pilot  fees  by  Congress  rather  than 
the  State.    Id. 

See  ADMiBAiiTT,  5. 
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PLEADINGS. 

1.  Wheie  an  answer  to  a  bill  in  equity  is.  excepted  to  for  impertinence,  if 
the  matter  excepted  to  be  in  response  to  the  bill,  the  exception  will  not  be 
allowed,  though  the  matter  be  impertinent.  Lownsdale  v.  City  of  Portland 
et  al.,  1. 

2.  Exception  for  impertinence  to  an  allegation  in  an  answer  which  serves 
no  legal  purpose,  and  is  a  mere  slur  upon  the  libellant,  allowed.  The 
Pioneer,  58.  ' 

3.  An  allegation  of  misconduct  on  the  part  of  an  engineer  as  a  cause  of 
forfeiture  of  wages  must  state  the  particular  acts  of  misconduct  relied 
on,  with  the  circumstances  of  time  and  place.    Id. 

4.  C.  brought  suit  against  the  steamboat  P.  for  wages  as  engineer;  the 
claimant  in  its  answer  set  up  that  prior  to  the  commencement  of  such 
suit,  it  had  commenced  an  action  against  C.  in  the  Territory  of  Wash- 
ington, to  recover  damages  for  injuries  to  the  steamboat  P.,  caused  by 
the  misconduct  of  the  latter  as'engineer  thereon,  and  caused  a  garnishee 
process  to  be  served  upon  K.,  the  master,  and  sometime  owner  oi  the  ^ 
steamboat  P.  during  the  period  that  C.  was  employed  upon  her  as  en- 
gineer: Held,  on  exception  that  the  allegation  was  impertinent.    Id. 

,5.  Under  the  Oregon  Code,  a  defendant  in  ejectment  cannot  avail  himself 
of  an  estate  in  the  premises,  in  himself  or  another  as  a  defence,  unless 
the  fact  is  pleaded.    Sail  v.  Austin,  104. 

6.  A  detailed  statement  of  matters  which  might  be  evidence  in  support  of 
a  plea  of  title  in  the  defendant,  is  not  a  proper  or  suflaoient  plea  of  such 
title,  and  will  be  stricken  out  on  motion,  as  redundant.    Id. 

7.  An  alleged  equitable  interest  or  right  in  the  defendant  in  an  action  of 
ejectment,  is  no"  defence  to  such  action.    Id. 

8.  Section  72  of  the  Oregon  Civil  Code,  which  gives  the  defendant  a  right 
to  plead  as  many  several  defences  to  an  action  as  he  may  have,  is  simi- 
lar to  4  Anne  C.  16,  §4,  allowing  double  pleas,  and  should  be  simUarly 
construed,  so  as  to  permit  the  defendant  to  plead  inconsistent  or  con- 
tradictory defences  to  the  same  action.    Id. 

9.  Exceptions  to  an  answer  in  equity  for  impertinence  are  only  allowed 
where  it  is  apparent  that  the  matter  excepted  to  is  not  material  or 
relevant,  or  is  stated  with  jieedless  prolixity.  Chapman  v.  School  Distnct 
No.  1  e«  al,  108. 

10  An  allegation  in  an  answer,  however  evasive  or  insufficient,  which  is 
responsive  to  the  bill,  is  not  liable  to  exception  for  iiapertinence.    Id. 

11  A  defendant  in  a  suit  in  equity  cannot  by  means  of  his  answer,   obtain 
-  any  relief  concerning  the   subject  matter  of  the  suit,   and  a  prayer 

therefor  in  such  answer  is  impertinent.     Id. 

12.  Matter  in  abatement  of  a  suit  in  equity  cannot  be  alleged  by  way  of 
answer,  but  must  be  set  up  in  a  plea.    Id. 

13.  An  exception  for  impertinence  must  be  allowed  in  whole  or  not  at  all. 
.Id. 
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li.  In  a  suit  for  forfeiture  of  a  vessel  under  section  50  of  the  Collection  Act 
(1  Stat.  665),  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or  prove  that  the  goods  un- 
laden were  of  foreign  growth  or  manufacture,  but  simply  that  they  were 
brought  in  such  vessel  from  a  foreign  port  or  place.     J%e  Active,  165. 

15.  An  allegation  in  a  libel  that  goods  were  unladen  from  a  vessel  within  the 
collection  district  of  Oregon,  is  equivalent  to  an  allegation  that  they 
were  unladen  within  the  United  States— it  being  judicially  known  that 
such  district  is  a  part  of  the  territory  and  within  the  limits  of  the  United 
States.    Id. 

16.  In  such  suit,  an  allegation  that  the  goods  unladen  were  worth  $5,000, 
without  saying  at  what  place,  port  or  district,  is  not  sufficient;  but  it  is 
not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  unlading  was  at  port;  any  place  or  dis- 
trict within  the  United  States  is  sufficient.    Id. 

17.  An  exception,  that  a  libel  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  suit  or  forfeiture  is  too  general;  it  should  state  in  what  particu- 
lar the  facts  are  insufficient.    Id. 

18.  In  an  action  ea;  delicto,  a  plea  in  abatement  by  one  defendant,  to  the 
effect  that  the  Court  has  not  jurisdiction  of  his  co-defendant,  is  bad  on 
demurrer.  Such  objection  is  personal,  and  cannot  be  made  by  one  de- 
fendant for  another.    Mnckley  v.  £yme  et  aU,  224. 

19.  An  action,  of  ejectment  against  several  defendants  is  in  effect  a  separate 
action  against  €ach  of  them,  and  an  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  on  account  of  the  status  of  a  particular  defendant,  can  only  be 

'  taken  by  such  defendant  for  himself.     Id. 

20.  An  allegation  in  a  plea,in  abatement  that  aU  the  defendants  in  an  action 
are  not  citizens  of  California,  is  bad  on  demurrer  for  uncertainly;  the 
plea  should  state  which  of  such  defendants  are  not  such  citizens.    Id. 

21.  It  need  not  be  stated  in  a  pleading,  that  an  alleged  trust  concerning 
lands  was  created  by  writing,  and  it  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  so 
created  until  the  contrary  appears;  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  which  requires 
such  trusts  to  be  created  or  evidenced  by  writing,  is  a  rule  of  evidepoe, 
but  not  of  pleading.    Lamb  et  al.fr.  Starr,  350. 

22.  A  demurrer  which  states  a  fact  not  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  pleading 
demurrer  to,  is  a  speaking  demurrer,  and  will  be  overruled.    Id. 

23.  In  equity  a  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  plead  more  than  one  plea,  with- 
out leave  of  the  Court,  and  such  leave  will  only  be  given  when  the  ne- 
cessity therefor  is  obvious.    Id. 

24.  Where  a  demurrer  is  taken  to  the  complaint, .  if  either  count  therein  is 
good,  it  must  be  overruled.    Parroii  v.  Barney,  405. 

25.  An  allegation  that  the  defendants  held  certain  premises  as  tenants 
thereof  to  the  plaintiffs  under  a  demise  to  them  for  a  certain  rent,  im- 
ports a  tenancy  for  a  term.    Id. 

26.  In  an  action  for  a  penalty  given  by  statute,  the  complaint  must  state 
that  the  act  or  omission  by  which  it  was  incurred  was  done  or  onitted 
contrary  to  the  statute.    Sriscoe  v.  Binman,  588. 

27.  In  an  action  for  a  penalty  by  a  private  person,  the  complaint  must 
allege  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  sue  therefor.,    Id. 
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28.  In  an  action  against  a  collector  of  customs  for  the  penalty  given  by  seo- 
tion  24  of  the  Steamboat  Act  of  1852  (10  Stat.  .71),  it  must  appear  from 
the  complaint,  with  reasonable  certainty  as  to  time  and  place,  that,  the 
vessel  was  engaged  in  carrying  passengers  while  navigating  the  waters 
of  the  United  States.    Id. 

29.  The  allegations  that  a  vessel  was  engaged  in  carrying  passengers  be- 
tween January  1  and  May  1,  1868,  and  that  on  certain  trips  such  vessel 

^    carried  goods  or  passengers,  are  bad  for  certainty.     Id.- 
See  Common  Cabkibb,  5;  Postmasteb;  Equity,  3;  Tentike  or  Opmoe,  7. 

POSSESSORY  BIGHT  TO  LAND. 
See  Lakds  Public,  1;    Covenants,  3. 

POSTMASTEB. 

1.  In  an  action  by  the  United  States  on  a  postmaster's  bond,  the  defendant 
may  plead  a  counter  claim,  if  it  appear  from  such  plea  that  thS  items 
thereof  have  been  duly  presented  to  the  proper  department  for  allow- 
ance, and  rejected.     U.  3.  v.  Davis  et  al.,  294, 

2.  The  act  of  June  22,  1854  (10  Stat.  293,  299),  authorizes  the  Postmaster 
General  in  his  discretion  to  make  an  extra  allowance  to  postmasters  for 
extra  labor  and  expense  in  certain  cases:  Held,  that  no  postmaster  has  a 
right  to  such  allowance  until  it  is  made  him  by  the  Postmaster  General 
— and  that  the  action  of  the  latter  in  the  premises  is  final,  and  not  sub- 
ject to  judicial  review.     Id. 

3.  A  plea  of  counter  claim  for  certain  extra  services  and  expenses  incurred 
by  a  postmaster  under  the  act  aforesaid,  or  the  one  of  July  1,  1864  (13 
Stat.  335),  should  show  that  the  office  kept  by  the  defendant  was  within 
the  act  authorizing  an  allowance  on  such  accounts.    Id.         i 

4.  The  provision  of  the  act  of  July  1,  1864  (13  Stat.  335,  § 5),  which  enacts 
that  "  the  Postmaster  General,  shall  allow  to  the  postmaster,  a  just  and 
reasonable  sum  for  the  necessary  cost  in  whole  or  in  part  of  rent,  fuel," 
etc.,  is  in  effect,  permissive  and  not  mandatory,  and  no  postmaster  has 
any  Jegal  right  to  such  allowance  until  it  is  awarded  him  by  the  Post- 
master General.    Id. 

See  Ceimznai  Law,  17. 

PRESUMPTION. 
See  Evidence,  6,  7;    Ceiminai,  Law,  ll,  12,  13,  14,  16;    Vebdiot,  1. 

PRIVIES  IN  ESTATE.  / 

1.  When  a  deed  is  made  to  trustees  of  a  school  and  meeting  house  for  the 
use  of  the  citizens  of  a  town,  and  afterwards  a  School  District  is  incorpo- 
rated embracing  the  same  citizens,  the  School  District  is  not  by  virtue 
thereof  the  successor  of  or  privy  in  estate  with  the  trustees.     Chapman  v. 
School  Dislrid  No.ldal.,  139 
2    A  city  embracing  the  same  citizens,  incorporated  after  such  deed  is  exe- 
"  cuted,  is  not  the  suooessor  of  or  privy,  in  estate  with  such  trustees.    M. 
See  Estoppel,  1. 
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PEOOP. 
Of  Debts  in  Bankrnpty,    See  Bankeupiox,  18(  19,  20,  21,  22,  30,  31. 
Burden  of,  See  Onus  FTohandi. 

PUBLIC  POLICY. 
Contracts  void,  when  against.  See  Oontbacts,  4, 

KECOKDS  OF  STATE  COUETS. 
How  authenticated,  "to  be  admissable  in  United  States  Courts.     See 
Eyidencb,  3. 

EEOOGNIZANCE. 
See  FoEFBiTUBB,  2. 

EELEASE. 
SeeDEBioATioK,  1,.2,  8, 

EEMOVAL. 
From  office,    See  Tenubb  of  OFmcE. 

Of  action  from  State  to  United  States  CourtS(  See  JtrrasDlcstoS,  5,  6,  7, 
8,  12, 13. 

EEVENUE. 

1.  Goods  of  whatever  growth  or  manufacture  brought  from  a  foreign  port  or 
place  and  landed  at  a  port  or  place  within  the  United  States  without  a 
permit,  are  forfeited  to  the  United  States  under  section  50  of  the  Col-, 
lection  Act  (I^Stat.  665).     Ten  cases  of  Opiwm,  62. 

2.  Foreign  goods  once  lawfully  admitted  into  the  United  States,  if  re  ex- 
ported or  voluntarily  placed  within  the  limits  of  a  foreign  jurisdiction, 
loose  the  character  imparted  to  them  by  such  admission,  and  if  re-imported 
into  the  United  States,  it  must  be  done  in  conformity  with  the  law  gov- 
erning the  importation  of  goods  of  a  foreign  growth  or  manufacture  from 
a  foreign  country.   Id. 

3.  If  opiimi  was  shipped  from  San  Francisco  via  the  foreign  port  of  Vic- 
toria to  Portland,  and  while  the  ship  was  lying  at  Victoria  the  shipper  of 
the  opium  should  cause  it  to  be  taken  ashore  and  placed  in  a  house  in 
Victoria,  for  even  a  few  hours,  or  less  time,  and  then  cause  it  to  be  re- 
laden  upon  the  ship  and  brought- thence  to  Portland,  such  opium  would 
be  brought  from  a  foreign  port  and  liable  to  become  forfeited  by  being 
landed  without  a  permit.    Jd, 

.4.  The  importer  or  consignee  of  imported  goods  is  personally  hable  for  the 
duties  charged  thereon.     U.  S.  v.  Dodge.  124. 

5.  An  importation  is  complete  when  the  goods  arrive  at  the  proper  port  of 
entry,  and  the  duties  accrue  at  that  time,  and  not  at  the  time  of  the  sub- 
sequent entry  at  the  custom  house.    Id. 
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of  Z  ;2  T/  '.^°°'^'  ™P°^''^'^  i^*°  '^'"^  ^^*™t.  "before  June  30 
tionll  of  «;  rl  *"""'  ^"'^'^  *^«  description  or  operation  of  sec- 

tion 19  of  the  act  of  that  date  (13  Stat.  216)      Id 

7.  Section  50  o^  the  CoUection  Act  does  not  apply  to  an  unlading  of  goods 

S  .  It  '..  '^  P°'*'  ^""^^  *^«  ^'^  °*  '^^  United  States,  but 
unladed  be  ore  the  vessel  has  arrived  at  any  port  or  place  within  a  coliec- 
faon  district;  such  a  case  faUs  within  section  27  of  said  act.     The  Active. 

8.  Section  63  of  the  act  of  July  18,  1866  (14  Stat.  169),  which  provides  that 
a  person  claiming  goods  which  have  been  seize;d  as  forfeited  unde  r 
the  Internal  Revenue  Act,  must  give  bond  to  the  collector  for  costs  and 
expenses,  etc.,  is  not.  compulsory,  and  does  not  prevent"the  owner  of 
goods  which  he  alleges  to  have  been  seized  unlawfully,  for  maintaining 
an  action  against  the  seijdng  ofBcer  for  the  damages  occasioned  by  the 
trespass.     Cardinell  et  al.  v.  Smith  et  al.,  197. 

9.  By  section  70  of  the  act  of  July  13, 1866  (14  Stat.  173),  it  is  in  effect  pro- 
vided that  canned  goods  in  the  hands  of  the  manufacturer,  on  and  after 
August  1,  1866,  shall  pay  a  duty;  and  by  the  same  act  (14  Stat.  144),-  it 
is  declared  that  a  retail  or  other  dealer  in  such  goods,  for  all  the  pur- 
poses of  taxation,  "  shall  be  deemed  the  manufacturer  thereof;"  while  in 
schedule  C  (14  Stat.  145),  it  is  provided  that  such  goods  when  "made, 
prepared,  and  sold  or  offered  for  sale  of  removal  for  consumption  in  the 
United  States,  on  or  after  October  1,  1866,"  shall  be  liable  to  a  stamp 
duty:  Held,  that  a  retail  or  other  dealer  who  offered  such  goods  for  sale 
after  August  1, 1866,  was  to  be  deemed  and  held  the  manufacturer  thereof 
and  that  such  goods  were  liable  to  pay  a  duty,  and  if  offered  for  sale 
vrithout  the  payment  thereof,  were  forfeited  to  the  United  States.     Id. 

10.  Where  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  is  in  some  particular  ambiguously 
expressed,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  so  as  to  construe  its  act  so  as  to 
make  it  harmonize  in  such  particular  with  the  general  purpose,  plainly 
expressed.     Id.  ^ 

,  11.  When  an  act  ( J4  Stat.  144),  declares  that  dealers  in  canned  goods,  under 
certain  circumstances,  "  shall  be  deemed  the  manufacturers  thereof,"  it 
is  equivalent  to  declaring  that  such  dealers  shall  be  treated  and  held 
liable  as  if  they  were  manufacturers,  notwithstanding  they  are  not  such 
in  fact.    Id. 

'  12.  If  a  deputy  collector  of  internal  revenue  fails  to  pay  over,  to  his  princi- 
pal, taxes  collected  by  him,  under  the  proviso  in  section  67  of  the  act  of 
July  13,  1866  (4  Stat.  172),  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  has 
jurisdiction  of  an  action  by  the  collector  upon  the  bond  of  said  deputy  to 
.  recover  the  amount  of  such  taxes.    Crawford  v,  Johnson  et  al.,  457. 

13.  A  co'llector  of  internal  revenue  is  considered  as  receiving  an  "injury  to 
his  property,"  on  account  of  an  "act  by  him  done,"  Within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  proviso  aforesaid,  when  a  deputy  appointed  by  him  embezzles 
the  taxes  given  him  for  collection.    Id. 

14.  Where  600  parcels  of  land  were  sold  for  the  uniform  price  of  $50  each,  to 
be  distributed  among  the  purchasers  by  lot,  and  300  of  such  parcels  were 


698  INDEX. 


not  worth  more  than  $50  each,  and  the  other  300  were  worth  from  $100 
to  $5,000  each:  Beld,  that  the  scheme  was  a  lottery,  and  the  manager 
thereof  a  dealer  in  lottery  tickets,  and  liable  to  pay  a  license  as  such. 
U.  S.  T.  Olney,  461. 

15.  The  term  lottery — definitions  of.    Id. 

16.  A  revenue  law  is  to  be  liberally  construed,  so  as  to  attain  the  end  lor  which 
it  was  enacted.    Id. 

See  Action;  CsiMrNAii  Iia.w,  2;   Abbest,  ^;  FiiEADiNcts,  15,  16;  Yebdict,  2. 

EEVENUE  STAMP. 
On  mstrument,  when    and  where  may  be  affixed  after  execution, 

See  Evidence,  4. 
On  merchandise,   See  Evidence,  8;  Abbest,  4;  Reventtb,  9. 

SALE. 
Of  Liquors  without  license.  See  Ceiminad  Law,  6,7. 

SALE  OF  SHIP. 

1.  A  sale  of  a  vessel  to  a  corporation  organized  and  existing  under  the  laws 
of  a  foreign  country,  is  a  sale  "  to  a  subject  or  citizen  of  a  foreign  prince 
or  State,"  as  the  case  may  be,  within  the  meaning  of  section  16  of  the 
Registry  Act  (1  Stat.  295),  without  reference  to  the  nationality  or  citizen 
ship  of  the  shareholders  therein.     The  Maria,  89. 

2.  But  if  such  corporation  were  not  a  subject  within  the  purview  of.  such  sec- 
tion, then  if  any  of  the  shareholders  therein  were  such  subjects,  such  sale 
would  be  thus  far,  and  "therefore  "  in  part,"  a  sale  "to  a  subject  or  citi- 
zen of  a  a  foreign  prince  or  State."    Id. 

3.  A  sale  upon  credit,  andtupon  the  condition  that  the  purchaser,  shall  not 
use  the  vessel  until  tRe  purchase  money  is  all  pslid,  and  that  if  default 
is  made  therein,  the  seller  may  retake  the  vessel  into  his  possession,  is  a 
sale  within  such  section  16.    Id. 

4.  Sale  of  vessel  to  a  subject  of  a  foreign  prince,  how  and  by  whom  made  > 
known,  and  upon  whom,  is  the  burden  of  proof  concerning  the  omission 
to  make  such  sale  known.    Id. 

5.  Upon  the  sale  of  a  vessel  to  such  subject,  she  is  no  longer  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  her  American  register;  and  if  she  is  afterwards  navigated  there- 
under, it  is  a  violation  of  section  27  of  the  Registry  Act  (1  Stat.  298). 
Id. 

6.  Where  the  owner  of  a  vessel  makes  a  bill  of  sale  thereof  without  qpnsider- 
ation,  to  another,  and  retains  the  possession  of  such  vessel,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  fraudulently  obtaining  an  American  register  for  the  same,  such 
transaction  is  a  aullity,  and  does  not  vest  any  legal  title  or  right  in  the 
pretended  vendee,  so  as  to  authorize  the  statement  in  the  oath  for  a  reg- 
ister under  section  4  of  the  act  of  December  31, 1792  (1  Stat.  287),  that 
he  is  the  true  and  only  owner  thereof.     The  FiMUer,  620. 
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7.  A  sale  of  a  British  vessel  by  an  American  citizen  to-a  Greek  subiect,  at 
Alaska,  after  the  ratification  of  the  treaty  of  purchase  -with  Eussia,  and 
before  the  country  was  formerly  turned  over  to  the  American  govern- 
ment, for  the  purpose  of  having  such  vessel  thereby  become  an  American 
bottom  under  article  3  of  said  treaty,  is  a  fraud  upon  the  American  gov- 
ernment, and  an  American  register  obtained  for  such  vessel  thereon,  is 
fraudulently  obtained  vrithin  the  meaning  of  section  24  of  the  act  of  July 
18, 1866  tU  Stat.  184).    M. 

SEAMEN. 

1.  A  justifiable  discharge  of  a  seaman  by  the  master, /or  tad  vonduct,  wiU 
V70rk  a  forfeiture  of  the  wages  previously  earned.     The  Almatvi,  473. 

2.  Courts  of  admiralty  will  not  forfeit  a  seaman's  wages  for  a  single  act  of 
disobedience,  however  trivial  or  provoked.    Id. 

3.  A  stipulation  in  shipping  articles  in  derogation  of  the  general  rights  of 
seamen,  as  established  by  the  maritime  law,  is  void  unless  it  was  fully  and 
fairly  explained  to  them,  and  additional  compensation  allowed  them  ade- 
quate to  the  restrictions  and  risks  imposed  thereby.    Id. 

See  Admieai,tt,  1,  2,  3;  Conteacts,  1,  2,  3;  Assault  and  Battbby;  Habeas 

COBPUS,  3. 

SPECIFIC  PEFOBMANCE. 
To  enforce,  See  Covenant. 

STATE. 
The  word  "  State  "  includes  a  Territory,  See  Habeas  Coepps,  1. 

STATUTES  OF  UNITED  STATES. 

Act  of  January  14,  1841,  See.  Abbest,  2. 

August  14,  1848,  See  Consteuctions,  1;  Jueisdiction,  2;  Oeganio 

Act. 
August  30,  1852,  See  Conteacts,  3;  Pilots,  7,  8,  9,  10. 
.  August  18,  1856,  See  Copybioht,  3. 

June  30,  1864,  See  Ceiminal  Law,  2,  6;  Eevenue,  6. 
March  3,  1868,  See  Ceiminal  Law,  15. 
Julv  1,  1861,  See  Cbiminal  Law,  17. 

September  27,  1850,  See  Dedication,  3,  9,  10;  Oboanio  Acts; 

Lands,  Pttblic,  1,  2,  3,  4.  6,  7,  8,  9,  11,  12,  13;  Jueisdiction.  3. 

March  3,  1863,  See  Disteict  Attoeney,  1,  2;  False  Impbison- 

MBNT,  10. 

March  2,  1799,  See  Distbict  Attoeney,  3. 

May  6,  1790,  See  Evidbnce,  2,  3. 

July  13,  1866,  See  Evidence,  4;  Injunction;  Eevbnue,  8,  9,  11, 

Taxes,  1,  3;  Veedict,  2. 
May  11,  1866,  See  False  Impbisonment,  11. 
February  28,  1839,  See  Fobeeiiuee,  2. 
March  2,  1867,  See  Injunction;  Jueisdiction,  Id. 
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■  May  23,<184:4;,  See  Jueisdiction,  2;  OEaANic  Act. 
July  27,  1866,  See  Inunction,  '8,  9,  12,  13;  Labds  Pijbmo,  2. 
August  7,  1789,  See  Pilots,  4. 
March  2,  1837,  See  Phots,  5. 
February  25,  1867,  See  Phots,  12. 
June  22,  1854,  See  Postmastee,  2. 
July  1,  1864,  See  Postmastee,  3,  4. 
December  13,  1792,  See  Said  or  Ships,  6. 
July  18,  1866,  See  Sale  of  Ships,  7. 
July  1,  1862,  See  Tbnttbe  of  Office,  1. 

STEAMBOATS. 
1.   Unlicensed  Engineer  on,  cannot  recover  wages.'    The  Maria,  89. 
See  Pilots,  12,  13;  Pleadings,  4;  Contea6ts,  3;  Poefeituee,  1. 

TAXES. 

1.  Section  19  of  the  Act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  152),  declared  that  no 
suit  should  be  maintained  for  the  j:ecoTery  of  any  tax  illegally  assessed  - 
or  collected  until  after  an  appeal  to  the  Commissioner  of  internal  revenue : 
^eld,' that  in  an  action  against  a  collector  to  recover  a  tax  alleged  to 
have  been  so  assessed  and  collected,  a  failure  by  the  plaintiff  to  take  such 
appeal  must  be  pleaded  by  the  defendant  in  abatement  of  the  action,  and 
unless  it  is,  he  will  b6  deemed  to  have  waived  the  objection.  Bendy  v. 
Soule,  400.  , 

2.  When  taxes  are  paid  on  the  demand  of  an  officer  having  authority  to  col- 
le.ot  them  by  distraint,  there  is  sufficient  duress  of  the  property,  to  make 
the  payment  involuntary.    Id. 

3.  The  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  patent  for  the  exclusive  manufacture 
and  sale  of  a  certain  "  Concertiraior,"  and  employed  others  to  construct 
the  machines  for  him  at  so  much  a  piepe,  and  then  sold  them  at  about 
100  per  centum  advance  on  the  price  paid  for  their  construction :  Held, 
that  under  sections  79  and  86  of  the  Act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  119, 
122),  the  plaintiff  was  the  manufacturer  of  such  machines  and  liable  for 
a  tax  upon  the  sum  realized  by  the  sale  of  them..    Id. 

Pees  in  collection  of.  See  Disteiot  Attoenby;  Injottotion;  Eqwity,  9.     ' 

TENANTS. 
Committing  waste.  See  Waste,  1,  2,  3. 
Possession  of  one,  possession  of  all,    See  EQmrsr,  2. 

TENURE  OP  OFFICE. 

1.  The  act  of  July  1,  1862  (12  Stat.  433),  creating  the  office  of  Assessor  of 
Internal  Bevenue,  does  not  prescribe  the  tenure  thereof,  and  therefore 
the  incumbent  is  deemed  to  hold  such  only  during  •  the  pleasure  of  the 
appointing  power.     U.  S.  v.  ex.  rel.  Bigler  v.  Avery,  204. 

2.  Where  Congress  has  the  power  to  create  an  office,  it  may  prescribe  the 
term  for  which  it  shall  be  holden  by  the  incumbent,  and  in  such  case 
there  is  no  power  of  removal  during  such  term.    Id. 
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3.  The  Oonstitution  does  not  expressly  authorize  or  provide  for  removals 
from  office  otherwise  than  as  a  consequence  of  impeachment,  and  as  an 
implied  power  "  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  into  execution  "  any 
power  expressly  vested  in  the  government  or  any  department  or  officer 
thereof,  and  therefore  the  power  of  removal  dan  only  be  claimed  by  or 
attributed  to  the  appointing  power.    Id. 

4.  In  this  ease  the  appointing  power  is  the  President  and  Senate,  acting  . 
concurrently,  and  in  the  absence  of  legislation  and  precedent  to  the  con- 
trary, it  follows  that  the  President  alone  has  not  the  power  of  removal. 
Id. 

5.  By  the  action  of  the  first  Congress  and  the  uniform  practice  on  the  sub- 
ject, down  to  the  time  when  this  controversy  arose,  the  power  of  removal 
by  the  President  had  been  practically  conceded  by  Congress,  and  the 
question  being  one  which  properly  belongs  to  that  body  to  regulate,  its 
past  action  and  acquiescence  must  be  regarded  by  the  Courts  as  estab- 
lishing or  evidencing  a  regulation  on  the  subject.     Id. 

6.  The  power  to  regulate  the'  subject  of  removals  from  office  belongs  to 
Congress,  and  that  body  having  for  three  fourths  of  a  century  practically 
conceded  the  authority  to  the  President  to  make  removals  without  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  Senate,  the  Court  does  not  feel  at  liberty  at  . 
this  late  day  to  deny  him  this  power.     Id. 

7.  The  defendant  having  surrendered  the  office  in  controversy,  to  a  person 
duly  authorized  to  receive  it  since  the  filing  of  the  answer,'  is  entitled  to 
file  a  supplemental  answer  setting  up  this  fact  as  a  plea  puis  darrim  con- 
tinuance; and  such  surrender  terminates  the  controversy  except  as  to 
costs,  for  which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment.    Id. 

TITLE. 
Cloud  on,  See  Equity,  4;  Jueisdiction,  9. 

TOWN  SITE  LAW. 
When    extended  to  Oregon,  See  CoNSiEtrcTioN,    1;   Lands  Public,  2; 
Obganio  Act. 

TBADE  MARK. 

See  COBPOEATION,  1. 

VEEDICT. 

1  The  verdict  of  a,  jury  is  presumed  to  be  correct  and  should  be  sustained , 
if  the  evidence  by -any  fair  construction  will  warrant  such  finding.  IT. 
S.  V.  Fox,  575. 

2  Goods  are  sold  "in  the  original  and  unbroken  package  "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act  of  July  13,  1866  (14  Stat.  144),  although  the  package 
is  opened  for  inspection,  if  closed  again  before  delivery  without  the  con- 
tents being  changed.     Id. 

3  When  the  verdict  of  a  jury  is  directly  contrary  to  the  evidence  and  the 
law  applicable  thereto,  it  is  the  imperative  duty  of  the  Court  to  set  it 
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aside,  and  it  makes  no  difference  in  this  respect  that  the  action  is 
brought  to  recover  a  penalty  given  by  statute.  Id. 
4.  What  is  called  "  the  justice  of  the  case  "  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  is 
not  affected  by  the  fact  that  a  moiety  of  the  penalty  recovered  will  go  to 
the  person  who  gave'  information  of  the  violation  of  the  law,  whereby 
such  penalty  was  incurred.    Id. 

Presumptions  in  favor  of.    See  Oeiminai/  Law,   11,  12,  13,  14,  16. 
How  rendered  on  Indictment  containing  two  or  more  counts  and  against 
several  persons.    See  CEiMiNiL  Law,  9,  10. 

WAGES. 
Forleittire  of.    See  Seamen;   Contbacts,  1,  2,  3;  Admiealtt,  1,  S. 

WASTE. 

1.  The  statutes  of  Marlebridge  and  Glocester  concerning  waste  are  a  part 
of  the  common  law,  brought  to  this  country  by  the  colonists  from  Eng- 
land.   Parrott  v.  Barney  et  ah,  405. 

2.  The  Statute  of  California  (Prao.  Act,  §  250),  which  gives  an  action  to  the 
person  aggrieved  against  a  tenant  who  may  commit  waste,  includes  per- 
missive waste.    Id. 

3.  If  a  tenant  at  will  commit  voluntary  waste  he  is  liable  not  as  a  tenant  but 
as  a  trespasser,  but  for  mere  permissive  waste — a  neglect  to  keep  the 
premises  in  repair— he  is  not  liable.    Id. 

4.  When  waste  is  committed  by  a  stranger  during  the  term  of  the  tenant, 
an  action  on  the  case  may  be  maintained  therefor,  either  against  the  ten- 
ant who  suffered  the  waste  or  the  stranger  who  committed  it.    Id. 

WITNESSES 
Testimony  of  interested,  See  Bvidbnob,  6,  7,  10;  Ceiminal  Law,  4. 


